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Despite management’s growing awareness of the issue, low levels of engagement remain a 
critical problem for organizations around the world. Addressing employee engagement requires a 
comprehensive approach that acknowledges both individual and organizational factors as 
antecedents. This dissertation examines the positive impact of personality traits (individual 
factors) and leadership style (organizational factor), on employee engagement. This study 
extends the understanding of the role of individual differences beyond the established Big Five 
model. Specifically, this study investigates the impact of trait honesty-humility on employee 
engagement and the moderating effects of authentic leadership. The research was conducted 
through a field study involving participants from Brazil and U.S. Findings show that honesty-
humility impacts employee engagement and that authentic leadership functions as a substitute for 
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honesty-humility. Results also suggest that a combination of high levels of honesty-humility, 
extraversion, and conscientiousness may represent an engaged personality. 
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Despite management’s growing awareness of the low level of employee engagement, 
little improvement has been identified in the results from surveys on engagement. Since Gallup 
first began reporting on employee engagement in 2000, studies have consistently shown that the 
level of employee engagement remains at approximately 30% (Mann & Harter, 2016). Low 
levels of employee engagement are not limited to the American work environment. Gallup 
(2013) also reported that only 13% of employees across 142 countries are considered engaged in 
their jobs.   
Despite the consensus about the importance and impact of engagement in organization, 
there is still a lack of agreement on the conceptualization of engagement. Engagement has been 
described as a stable personality trait that represents a predisposition to live and work with 
enthusiasm (Macey & Schneider, 2008), as well as in terms of the conditions that lead to 
engagement (Harter, Schmidt & Hayes, 2002). Other researchers view engagement as a 
temporary state that varies over time (Whittington, Meskelis, Asare & Beldona, 2017). Gallup 
(2013) defines engagement within a spectrum that ranges from engaged to disengaged and 
actively disengaged employees. Engaged employees are described as individuals who “are 
involved in, enthusiastic about and committed to their work, and who contribute to their 
organization in a positive manner” (Gallup, 2013, p. 12). Disengaged employees report feeling 
unhappy at their workplace and not being actively involved in their work. Actively disengaged 
employees are individuals who, not only are unhappy with their work, but they also act out their 
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unhappiness (e.g. they are more or less out to damage their company, they undermine and try to 
undo whatever is being accomplished by engaged counterparts; Gallup, 2013).  
Organizations have demonstrated increasing interest in assessing the level of engagement 
among their employees (Saks, 2008). This growing interest can be explained by the impact that 
disengaged employees have on the companies where they work. The impact of employee 
disengagement for organizations has been estimated to cost between $450 billion to $550 billion 
per year for the companies in the United States (Gallup, 2013). This amount represents 2.79% of 
the United States gross domestic product (GDP). Similar costs have also been reported for 
Germany (5.03% of GDP; Gallup, 2013) and the United Kingdom (3.42% of GDP; Gallup, 
2013). Despite organizations’ increased interest in assessing their levels of employee 
engagement, executives remain frustrated with the lack of actionable recommendations to 
address the steady low levels of employee engagement (Bersin, 2015). 
Identifying and effectively addressing the problem of low levels of engagement is critical 
to organizations’ success. Recruiting and retaining engaged employees improves organizational 
efficiency, creates competitive advantage, and directly influences organizational performance 
(Harter, Schmidt, Killham & Asplund, 2013). I chose this topic because of my consulting 
background and my interest in the elements that lead individuals to different levels of attachment 
and detachment from work. Through my work as a consultant I had the opportunity to experience 
different work environments, leadership styles, and to observe the various elements that affect 
people’s perception and behaviors towards their work. During my MBA, I examined the impact 
of incentives on individuals’ performance. That investigation allowed me to understand several 
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aspects that affect people’s motivation, including the positive impact of goal setting and the risks 
of excessive focus on financial compensation while neglecting non-financial rewards.  
In addition to my personal interest, the topic of employee engagement is also critical for 
organizations. Previous studies have established that employee engagement has a direct impact 
on several key organizational outcomes. Gupta and Sharma (2016) found that employee 
engagement is a strong predictor of organizational performance. Similarly, other studies have 
found that employee engagement is directly related to product quality, customer satisfaction, 
productivity, profitability (Harter, Schmidt, Killham & Asplund, 2013), and team performance 
(Hoon Song, Hun Lim, Gu Kang & Kim, 2014).  
At the individual level, previous research has demonstrated that engaged employees have 
better in-role and extra-role performance (Alfes & Shantz, 2011; Ariani, 2013; Shantz, Alfes, 
Truss & Soane, 2013; Yalabik, Popaitoon, Chowne & Rayton, 2013), more innovative behavior 
(Chughtai, 2013), higher employee effectiveness (Chaurasia & Shukla, 2013), lower levels of 
absenteeism, and lower turnover intentions (Alfes & Shantz, 2011; Chughtai, 2013; Shuck, Reio 
Jr & Rocco, 2011; Shuck, Twyford, Reio & Shuck, 2014; Yalabik et al., 2013). Furthermore, low 
levels of employee engagement is positively related to counterproductive work behavior (Ariani, 
2013), withdrawal behavior and intentions (Shusha, 2013), and absenteeism (Soane et al., 2013).   
Engagement is a result of both organizational and individual factors (Macey & Schneider, 
2008). Extensive research has investigated the impact of various organizational factors on the 
level of employee engagement. For instance, studies have found that performance management 
and human resources management practices (Whittington et al., 2017), workplace environment, 
organizational policies, and organizational procedures (Anitha, 2014) have a direct effect on 
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employee engagement. Other studies have shown that employee engagement is directly impacted 
by leadership behavior (Bakar, 2013), the quality of the relationship with the leader (Chaurasia & 
Shukla, 2013), the relationships within the work team (Liao, Yang, Wang, Drown & Shi, 2013), 
and characteristics of the job itself (Shantz et al., 2013).  
In addition to these organizational factors, individual differences also impact the level of 
employee engagement. Research in this area has found a significant connection between 
engagement and individuals’ emotions and self-efficacy (Saks & Gruman, 2011). Other studies 
have identified religiosity as an antecedent to engagement (Bakar, 2013; Meskelis & 
Whittington, 2017). Beyond these individual differences, Inceoglu and Warr (2011) found 
positive relationships between personality traits and engagement. Specifically, Inceoglu and 
Warr found that conscientiousness and emotional stability were positively related to engagement. 
Despite these studies, there is still limited understanding of how individual differences, more 
specifically, personality traits, affect individuals’ levels of engagement with their work (Inceoglu 
& Warr, 2011).  
The bulk of research related to personality traits and employee outcomes has been 
focused on the Big Five personality traits and employee attitudes and behaviors. The Big Five  
model encompasses five  traits: openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, 
agreeableness, and neuroticism (Goldberg, 1990). Conscientiousness is associated with high 
levels of thoughtfulness, good impulse control, and goal-directed behaviors (Goldberg, 1990). 
The agreeableness dimension includes attributes such as sympathy, trust, altruism, kindness, and 
affection. Neuroticism is sometimes reversed and referred to as emotional stability. Individuals 
who assess high in neuroticism tend to experience emotional instability, anxiety, moodiness, 
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irritability, and sadness. Openness features characteristics such as imagination and insight, and 
those who display this trait also tend to have a broad range of interests, since they are curious, 
creative, and imaginative. Extraversion includes characteristics such as excitability, sociability, 
talkativeness, assertiveness, and high amounts of energy and emotional expressiveness 
(Goldberg, 1990).  
The role of the Big Five traits on employee attitudes and behaviors has been thoroughly 
examined. The existing research has established the existence of relationships between stable 
personality traits and attitudes such as, job satisfaction (Judge & Bono, 2001), organizational 
commitment (Choi, Oh & Colbert, 2015), and turnover intentions (Allen, Weeks & Moffitt, 
2005). Personality traits have also been linked to performance motivation (Judge & Ilies, 2002), 
in role performance (Judge & Erez, 2007; Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott & Rich, 2007), and extra-
role performance (Chiaburu, Oh, Berry, Li & Gardner, 2011).  
Although previous research has examined the impact of personality traits on several 
attitudes and behaviors, few studies have explored the role of personality as a contributor to job 
engagement (Inceoglu & Warr, 2011). Mostert and Rothmann (2006) argued that most of the 
existing research has focused on organizational factors in predicting burnout and engagement. 
Kim, Shin, and Swanger (2009) made a similar claim, arguing that studies regarding the impact 
of individual differences on employee engagement are still limited. More recently, Handa and 
Gulati (2014) stated that although previous studies have established the relationship between 
personality traits and several work-related attitudes, “there is a dearth of published research on 
the relationship between personality traits and engagement levels” (Handa & Gulati, 2014, p. 
58).  
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In the context of investigating personality traits, the Big Five framework is the most 
examined and firmly established system (Judge & Zapata, 2015). The Big Five framework has 
been augmented in the work of Lee and Ashton (2004), who introduced a sixth dimension to the 
Big Five, which they labeled honesty-humility. Individuals with high levels of honesty-humility 
tend to display traits such as fairness, sincerity, and low sense of entitlement (Ashton & Lee, 
2007). People who demonstrate high levels of honesty-humility tend to avoid manipulating or 
deceiving other people. These individuals do not feel entitled to take advantage of others and are 
not particularly keen on having more than other people have (Lee & Ashton, 2012). The 
understanding of how honesty-humility impacts individuals’ attitudes and behaviors is important 
for both researchers and practitioners.  
The study of honesty-humility has attracted a growing interest among academic 
researchers. A brief search on Google Scholar of the term “honesty-humility” resulted in 180 
publications in 2010, increasing nearly seven-fold to 1,240 in 2016. Although the number of 
empirical investigations of honesty-humility is increasing, the impact of this factor on 
organizational outcomes is still in its early stages of investigation. For instance, Johnson, Rowatt, 
and Petrini (2011) examined how honesty-humility impacted employees’ job performance. 
Results based on self- and social-reports showed that honesty-humility was the strongest 
predictor of job performance. This result contrasts with previous research that identified 
conscientiousness as the personality trait most strongly related to performance (Barrick & 
Mount, 1991).  
Recently, Meskelis and Whittington (2016) examined the relationship between honesty-
humility and several individual behaviors and attitudes. They examined the relationships 
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between honesty-humility and the following attitudes and behaviors: job satisfaction, affective 
commitment, normative commitment, continuance commitment, organizational citizenship 
behavior, and engagement. Results from two separate field studies showed a significant positive 
correlation between honesty-humility and organizational citizenship behavior. Results also 
showed a significant positive relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. The 
relationship between honesty-humility and engagement was stronger than honesty-humility’s 
relationship with job satisfaction, affective, normative, and continuous commitment. Interpreting 
these results, Meskelis and Whittington (2016) argue that individuals who score high in honesty-
humility tend to be committed to honesty and loyalty, which in turn leads them to bringing 
themselves fully – emotionally, physically, and cognitively – to work. These individuals would 
perceive that by not entirely embracing their jobs, such as showing up for work but being 
mentally absent, they would be acting in a dishonest manner. These results suggest the need for a 
deeper understanding of the impact of honesty-humility on employee engagement.  
While personality traits have a direct relationship with an individual’s level of 
engagement, this connection is not immune to environmental factors. An individual’s natural 
propensity to certain behaviors can be reduced or enhanced depending on external influences, 
such as organizational values (Ye, 2012), personal relationships within the organization 
(Manroop, Singh & Ezzedeen, 2014), and individual’s relationship with the leader (Li, Feng, Liu 
& Cheng, 2014).  
One factor that is particularly important is the leadership style of an employee’s direct 
supervisor.  Griffin (1982, p. 153) noted that “the task that an individual performs and the person 
to whom the individual is responsible are probably the two most basic points of contact that 
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employees have in the organization.” This perspective is reinforced by Buckingham and 
Coffman (1999), who argue that employees do not quit companies, they quit managers. 
Previous research has shown that negative leadership, such as abusive and uncivil 
supervision, weakens conscientious individuals’ natural tendencies of being engaged (Sulea, 
Fischmann & Filipescu, 2012).  In contrast, more positive leadership styles, such as servant and 
transformational leadership, are positively related to engagement (Ozyilmaz & Cicek, 2015; 
Whittington et al., 2017).  
Pressure for positive, transparent and ethical leaders has increased as a result of recent 
events, such as the Volkswagen scandal, the real estate financial crises, the collapse of Enron and 
Worldcom, along with economic, political, and technological developments (Clapp-Smith, 
Vogelgesang & Avey, 2009). The Positive Organizational Scholarship (POS) movement has 
emphasized the need for leadership studies to incorporate courage, ethics, transparency, justice, 
and temperance (Park & Peterson, 2003). In this context, Luthans and Avolio (2003) introduced 
the concept of authentic leadership. Authentic leaders are genuine, reliable, trustworthy, real, and 
veritable (Luthans & Avolio, 2003). Luthans and Avolio (2003, p. 243) define authentic leaders 
as “confident, hopeful, optimistic, resilient, transparent, moral/ethical, future-oriented.” 
Authentic leaders strive to develop followers into leaders. Luthans and Avolio argue that 
authentic leaders are true to themselves and develop their team without having to coerce or 
persuade the individuals. Therefore, followers are inspired to emulate the authentic leader’s set 
of values, beliefs and behavior (Luthans & Avolio, 2003). 
Research has demonstrated that authentic leadership is positively related to employee 
innovation (Zhou, Ma, Cheng & Xia, 2014), employee creativity (Rego, Sousa, Marques & 
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Cunha, 2012), organizational citizenship behavior (Cottrill, Lopez & Hoffman, 2014), and job 
satisfaction (Giallonardo, Wong & Iwasiw, 2010). Previous research has also found that 
authentic leadership is positively related to engagement (Hassan & Ahmed, 2011). 
The purpose of this dissertation is to expand our understanding of the factors that 
influence the level of employee engagement, by exploring the impact of individual differences 
on engagement (Inceoglu & Warr, 2011). Specifically, this study will examine the role of 
personality traits as antecedents to employee engagement. This study differs from previous 
studies on the relationship between personality and engagement by including a sixth dimension, 
honesty-humility. This will extend our understanding of the role of individual differences 
moving beyond the established Big Five model.  
This dissertation will also investigate how individual differences in personality interact 
with a leader’s behavior to impact the level of employee engagement. Previous research has 
suggested that employee personality traits and leader behaviors may each contribute to the level 
of employee engagement, but the interaction of these factors has not been fully investigated. This 
study will focus on the behaviors associated with authentic leadership.  
The results of this research will extend our understanding of the dynamics related to 
employee engagement. These results will also provide the basis for organizational and 
managerial interventions that can enhance employee engagement. Increased levels of employee 
engagement will ultimately benefit individuals and organizations, leading to better employee 
performance (Alfes & Shantz, 2011), employee effectiveness (Chaurasia & Shukla, 2013), lower 
levels of absenteeism, and lower turnover intentions ( Shuck, Reio Jr & Rocco, 2011), higher 
profitability, and increased shareholder value (Macey, Schneider, Barbera & Young, 2009).  




This dissertation begins with a discussion of the problem of low levels of engagement 
and the associated negative impact that low levels of engagement bring to individuals and 
organizations. Next, this study discusses the various antecedents of engagement, particularly, the 
role of individual differences. Because of its prevalence in the extant research, the discussion of 
the role of individual differences begins with an overview of the Big Five personality traits, and 
a review of the research that has examined the Big Five in the context of organizations.  
The discussion of the Big Five model is followed by an introduction of the honesty-
humility factor as an extension of the Big Five framework. This provides the foundation for 
examining the role of honesty-humility in understanding employee engagement.  
This study will expand the current level of understanding of the relationship between 
individual differences and employee engagement. The relationship between honesty-humility 
and employee engagement may be influenced by a variety of contextual factors. In this 
dissertation, I will focus on one aspect of the employees’ environment, the behavior of their 
direct supervisor. Specifically, I will examine the effects of authentic leadership behavior on the 
relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. Figure 2.1 depicts the relationships that 
are explored within this research. 
In the third chapter, I will describe the method used in this study. I will present the 
description of the settings, the research design, and the measures that were utilized. Following, in 
chapter 4, I present the results of the test of the hypotheses, as well as results from several post 
hoc analyses. Lastly, chapter 5 will discuss these results, with particular attention given to the 
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practical implications of my findings. I also discuss the limitations of this study, and provide 
suggestions for future research. 
 





2.1 Employee Engagement 
Employee engagement is a major concern among managers, based on the perceived 
impact that engagement has on employee attitudes and performance, which in turn impacts 
organizational effectiveness (Kataria, Rastogi & Garg, 2013), customer service (Menguc, Auh, 
Fisher & Haddad, 2013), productivity, customer satisfaction, profitability (Harter et al., 2013), 
and firm performance (Gupta & Sharma, 2016). 
In addition to the impact on organizational results, the level of employee engagement also 
has an impact on individuals. Whittington et al. (2017) found that engaged employees are more 
satisfied with their jobs, are more committed to the organization, and are more prone to engage 
in positive behaviors that go beyond their duties. Moreover, engaged employees tend to perform 
better at their jobs (Rich et al., 2010). Engaged employees are more proactive, and learn more 
(Sonnentag, 2003). Studies also identified that the positive impact that engagement has on 
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being engaged at work experienced positive emotions, which in turn led to higher levels of 
engagement with their families. 
While high levels of engagement lead to positive outcomes for both organizations and 
individuals, low levels of employee engagement are associated with a variety of negative 
consequences. Disengaged employees participate in counterproductive work behavior more often 
than engaged employees (Ariani, 2013). Disengaged employees tend to withdraw from the 
organization (Shusha, 2013), have higher levels of absenteeism (Alfes & Shantz, 2011), and 
report higher levels of intention to leave the organization than their more engaged coworkers 
(Chughtai, 2013). Disengaged employees are more inclined to engage in detrimental behaviors 
that impact customer service and customer satisfaction (Harter et al., 2013). Thus, low levels of 
employee engagement have an indirect impact on important organizational outcomes.  
Despite the agreement about the need to address low levels of engagement within 
organizations, there is a lack of consensus on the definition of engagement (Byrne, 2015; 
Newman & Harrison, 2008; Shuck, 2011).  Some researchers have conceptualized engagement 
as a stable personality trait that characterizes a predisposition to live and work with enthusiasm 
(Macey & Schneider, 2008). In contrast to the trait definition, a significant number of researchers 
are now proposing that engagement is not a stable trait, but rather a moment by moment state of 
motivation that includes both psychological arousal and physical effort (Whittington et al., 
2017). Whittington et al. (2017, p. 4) argue that “understanding engagement as a state means that 
employees may enter into the state of engagement and leave the state of engagement. As a 
temporary state, the level of employee engagement ebbs and flows, rises and falls.”  
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The earliest conceptualization of engagement comes from Kahn (1990), who defines 
engagement as “the simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s ‘preferred self’ in 
task behaviors that promote connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, 
cognitive, and emotional) and active, full performances (Kahn, 1990, p. 700).”  
Kahn’s initial interest in engagement was based on the idea that there is variance in an 
individual’s levels of attachment and detachment from their work (Goffman, 1961). These levels 
of attachment and detachment are grounded on the assumption that the psychological experience 
of work drives individuals’ attitudes and behaviors (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). Kahn also 
considered as a premise that the psychological experiences of work are simultaneously 
influenced by individual, interpersonal, group, intergroup, and organizational factors (Alderfer, 
1985). Alderfer (1985) proposes that organization groups (e.g. professors, students, managers, 
workers, doctors, patients) and identity groups (e.g. gender, age, ethnicity, etc) affect how 
individuals relate socially, impacting individuals’ cognitive development and understanding of 
their social environment. Thus, contextual factors may also contribute to an individual’s state of 
engagement. 
In line with the concept of engagement as a state that varies over time, and considering 
that individuals’ behaviors are impacted by their psychological experience of work, Kahn 
examined the psychological conditions that lead to engagement. Kahn’s findings identified three 
psychological conditions that lead to engagement: meaningfulness, safety, and availability. 
Psychological meaningfulness refers to the “feeling that one is receiving a return on investment 
of one’s self in a currency of physical, cognitive, or emotional energy” (Kahn, 1990, p. 703). 
Individuals that experience psychological meaningfulness feel worthwhile, useful, and valuable, 
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“as though they made a difference and were not taken for granted” (Kahn, 1990, p. 704). 
Psychological safety is experienced when individuals feel that they can show their true self 
without the risk of facing negative consequences to their self-image, their status, or their career 
(Kahn, 1990). Lastly, psychological availability refers to “the sense of having the physical, 
emotional, or psychological resources to personally engage at a particular moment” (Kahn, 1990, 
p. 714).  
Kahn also pointed to the elements that leverage the existence of these conditions, such as, 
task characteristics, relationships, and outside lives. Task characteristics encompass the 
conditions and types of tasks assigned to an employee. Kahn’s study showed that psychological 
meaningfulness was present when individuals were assigned tasks that were challenging, clearly 
defined, varied, creative, and autonomous (Kahn, 1990). Interpersonal relationships refer to a 
trust bond between individuals where they feel safe to try and fail without facing negative 
consequences (Kahn, 1990). Kahn’s study revealed that these relationships were built through an 
open and supportive relationship between leaders and followers. Finally, outside lives refer to 
individuals’ non-work lives. Kahn (1990) found that events that individuals experience outside 
of work can impact their levels of psychological availability at work. Positive experiences tend 
to increase individual’s level of energy and confidence with their work. Contrarily, negative 
experiences and distractions could hinder individual’s willingness and availability to be engaged 
with their jobs (Kahn, 1990). 
According to Kahn (1990), engaged individuals are described as fully present (Kahn, 
1990). They are perceived as being physically, mentally, and emotionally connected and 
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integrated with their jobs (Rich, Lepine & Crawford, 2010). Figure 2.2 depicts the elements 
identified by Kahn. 
 
Figure 2.2. Kahn (1990) Model of Employee Engagement 
 
The model proposed by Kahn (1990) suggests that the level of engagement is the result of 
both individual and organizational factors. Extensive research has investigated the impact of 
organizational factors on the level of employee engagement. For instance, studies have found 
that management practices (Alfes & Shantz, 2011), workplace environment, policies and 
procedures (Anitha, 2014), and human resources practices (Whittington et al., 2017) directly 
impact employee engagement. Furthermore, previous research has linked employee engagement 
to leadership behavior (Bakar, 2013), quality of the relationship with the leader (Chaurasia & 
Shukla, 2013), quality of the relationship with the team (Liao et al., 2013), and characteristics of 
the job itself (Shantz et al., 2013).  
Both macro organizational factors and micro-level factors impact the level of employee 
engagement (Whittington & Galpin, 2010). At the macro level, human resources practices and 
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performance management affect employee engagment. Micro level factors include job design 
and leadership style (Whittington & Galpin, 2010). Previous studies have examined the impact 
of both macro and micro factors on engagement. However, there are relatively few studies that 
have explored the role of individual differences on employee engagement (Inceoglu & Warr, 
2011). The fact that engagement has remained steadily low in organizations throughout the world 
(Gallup, 2013) is an indication that just organizational-level responses are insufficient; 
employee’s individual differences, such as personality traits, affect engagement as well.  
Given that personality traits have been studied extensively in relation to a broad set of 
employee attitudes and behaviors, it is surprising that there is relatively little research on the 
relationship between personality traits and engagement. Personality traits are the “differences 
among individuals in a typical tendency to behave, think, or feel in some conceptually related 
ways, across a variety of relevant situations and across some fairly long period of time” (Ashton, 
2013, p. 27). Addressing the problem of low employee engagement requires an understanding of 
how it is influenced by individuals’ characteristics and traits. 
Recently, Inceoglu and Warr (2011) investigated the relationship between personality and 
job engagement. Inceoglu & Warr hypothesized that engagement would be associated with 
emotional stability, extraversion, and conscientiousness. The authors obtained three samples 
from a cross-section of Australia, India, the United Kingdom, and the United States. The samples 
included a cross-section of industries, comprising education, financial services, and 
manufacturing. The authors reported that only emotional stability (neuroticism) and 
conscientiousness were significantly related to engagement. Using this dispositional perspective, 
these results suggest that workers who are engaged in their jobs tend to be emotionally stable, 
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socially proactive, and achievement oriented. These results reinforce the importance of 
understanding how individuals’ characteristics impact employee engagement. Inceoglu and Warr 
(2011) suggest that the theoretical models of employee engagement that do not address 
individual differences may be incomplete and misleading. 
2.2 Big Five Personality Traits Model 
The contemporary investigation of the impact of personality in organizational settings has 
been dominated by the set of personality traits known as the Big Five. The Big Five framework 
is the most extensively examined and firmly established system for grouping personality traits 
(Judge & Zapata, 2015).  These traits are conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, 
openness to experience, and extraversion.  
Conscientiousness is associated with high levels of thoughtfulness, good impulse control, 
and goal-directed behaviors (Goldberg, 1990). Those high in conscientiousness tend to perform 
tasks efficiently and accurately (Ashton, 2013). These individuals also are prone to exerting high 
levels of energy by engaging actively in task-related projects (Ashton, 2013). 
The agreeableness dimension includes attributes such as sympathy, trust, altruism, 
kindness, and affection. Agreeable people are compassionate, helpful, and courteous (Judge, 
Martocchio & Thoresen, 1997).  Agreeable individuals tend to be lenient when judging others, 
and do not hold grudges. They are not resentful, and tend to be more patient and even-tempered 
(Lee & Ashton, 2012). 
Neuroticism is sometimes reversed and referred to as emotional stability. Individuals high 
in neuroticism tend to experience emotional instability, anxiety, moodiness, irritability, and 
sadness. High levels of neuroticism are also associated with high levels of negative affect, 
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hostility, and nervousness. These individuals are frequently annoyed with others (Judge, Higgins, 
Thoresen & Barrick, 1999).  
Openness involves characteristics such as imagination and insight. Individuals who have 
high levels of openness also tend to have a broad range of interests, since they are curious, 
creative, and imaginative. Individuals who report having higher level of openness tend to be 
more engaged in idea-related endeavors (Ashton, 2013).  
Extraversion includes characteristics such as excitability, sociability, talkativeness, 
assertiveness, and high amounts of emotional expressiveness. Extraverted individuals are 
described as upbeat, enthusiastic, energetic, and lively (Lee & Ashton, 2012). Individuals that 
have high levels of extraversion tend to engage in tasks and projects that require involvement 
with other individuals. “A person with a very high level of extraversion would tend to gain and 
hold the attention of other people, and would thereby have an advantage in gaining friends and 
allies” (Ashton, 2013, p. 166).  
The systematic investigation of the Big Five in organizations has revealed that 
conscientiousness has a positive relationship with in-role performance across a wide variety of 
jobs (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Agreeableness and openness are also 
associated with performance in some job categories. Agreeableness is particularly important in 
service jobs that require direct interactions with customers (Graziano, Jensen-Campbell & Hair, 
1996; Jensen-Campbell & Graziano, 2001). Likewise, openness is associated with performance 
in jobs that require constant adaptation and creativity (LePine, Colquitt & Erez, 2000). In a meta-
analysis involving 135 studies with 163 independent samples, Judge, Heller & Mount (2002) 
identified neuroticism as having the strongest and most consistent negative correlation to job 
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satisfaction. Moreover, they found the combination of low neuroticism and extraversion – known 
as the “happy personality” (De Neve & Cooper, 1998) – to be positively related to job 
satisfaction. Judge et al. (2002)  also concluded that conscientiousness displayed the second 
strongest link to job satisfaction. 
Other studies have focused on examining the impact of personality traits on employee 
absenteeism. For instance, Judge et al. (1997) examined a sample of non-academic employees of 
a large university in the Midwest United States. The results showed that high levels of 
extraversion were related with higher absenteeism. In contrast, employees with high levels of 
conscientiousness had lower levels of absenteeism. The authors argue that in the context of this 
sample, “the carefree, excitement-seeking nature of extroverts, and the dutiful rule-bound, and 
reliable nature of conscientious employees led the former to be absent more and the latter to be 
absent less” (Judge et al., 1997, p. 752).  
Although studies have explored the relationship between stable personality traits and 
several organizational outcomes, research on the relationship between personality traits and 
engagement is not fully developed. Despite the scarcity of research, recent studies are beginning 
to contribute to this topic. For example, Kim et al. (2009) surveyed employees of a chain of 
quick service restaurants. The authors identified conscientiousness as the “most dominant trait 
influencing engagement” (Kim et al., 2009, p. 102). Kim et al. (2009) argue that employees who 
score high in conscientiousness tend to be more responsible, organized, stead, are more likely to 
channel their energy to work. These individuals tend to complete tasks, and ultimately, they 
carry a sense of professional efficacy.  
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The authors also hypothesized a positive relationship between engagement and 
extraversion. Extraverted individuals are described as enthusiastic, upbeat and energetic (Lee & 
Ashton, 2012). Kim et al. (2009) hypothesized that these characteristics would lead extraverted 
individuals to be more engaged with their work. Interestingly, the results revealed no significant 
relationship between the two variables. Additionally, the study tested the negative relationship 
between engagement and neuroticism and found it to be statistically significant. The authors 
argue that individuals with high levels of neuroticism showed low levels of vigor, which 
contributes to employee disengagement at work (Kim et al., 2009). 
Recently, Akhtar, Boustani, Tsivrikos, and Chamorro-Premuzic (2015) demonstrated that 
individuals’ personalities, perceptions, and backgrounds impact their levels of engagement. 
Using a sample of 1,050 working adults, the authors identified that openness to experience, 
extraversion, and conscientiousness were predictors of engagement. The novelty in this study is 
that of all five personality traits, openness appeared as the strongest predictor of engagement, 
followed by extraversion and conscientiousness.  
Further, Akhtar et al. (2015) argue that openness to experience is linked to resilience, 
which is a personal resource. Personal resources are identified as “individuals’ sense of their 
ability to control and impact upon their environment successfully” (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter & 
Taris, 2008, p. 192). In a previous study, Bakker, Gierveld, and Van Rijswijk (2006) identified a 
direct positive relationship between personal resources and work engagement. More specifically, 
they found that resilience contributed to work engagement, because resilient individuals are more 
likely to control their environment, which in turn, leads to intrinsic motivation to pursue goals 
(Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter & Taris, 2008).   
AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG HONESTY-HUMILITY, AUTHENTIC LEADERSHIP AND EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 
 35 
In another study, Scheepers, Arah, Heineman, and Lombarts (2016) evaluated the impact 
of personality traits on clinician-supervisors teaching performance and work engagement. A 
web-based system was used to capture the residents’ evaluation of the supervisors’ teaching 
performance. The supervisors also were asked to provide answers in self-reports related to their 
personality traits, teaching performance, and their engagement with teaching activities. Using 
structural equation modeling, the authors found significant positive relationships between teacher 
work engagement and three personality traits: conscientiousness, extraversion, and 
agreeableness. Among these three traits, conscientiousness had the strongest relationship with 
engagement. These results can be explained by the fact that conscientious professionals tend to 
be more goal- and task-oriented. Conscientious individuals are described as thorough, careful, 
reliable, organized, industrious, and self-controlled. This is consistent with previous research that 
demonstrated that conscientiousness is linked to perseverance and passion for goals (Duckworth, 
Peterson, Matthews & Kelly, 2007). Since they strive to reach their goals, conscientious 
employees stay focused and are not easily distracted (Hampson, 2012).  
Handa and Gulati (2014) examined the impact of extraversion and conscientiousness on 
employee engagement using a sample of frontline employees from the retail sector in India. The 
field study revealed that both traits had a direct impact on employee engagement. Individuals 
considered to be extroverted are perceived as friendly, outgoing, and energetic. The authors 
argue that this trait is more suitable for retail jobs, which include constant social interactions. 
Therefore, extrovert individuals in this industry are more likely to be successful in building 
relationships and networking. Results from this study reinforce the impact of individuals’ 
characteristics on their level of engagement and the need for a fit between individuals’ traits and 
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jobs, and organizational characteristics. Handa and Gulati (2014) demonstrated that the 
relationship between personality traits and engagement varies depending on job characteristics, 
industries, and organizations. 
Because the sector and the characteristics of an organization matter, Ariani (2015) chose 
to investigate the relationship between personality traits and engagement in the context of 
educational institutions. The purpose of the study was to measure the impact of personality traits 
on student engagement and academic satisfaction. In a sample of undergraduate students from a 
business school in Indonesia, the results indicated that extraversion had a significant positive 
relationship with employee engagement. Ariani (2015) argues that extraversion increases 
individuals’ ability to interact with friends, teachers, and staff in the university environment, 
which in turn leads to greater engagement on campus, and greater pleasure to follow the 
educational and social processes in the campus environment.  
The extant research on the relationship between personality traits and engagement is 
summarized in Table 1. These studies were all based on the Big Five model and reinforce the 
importance of individual differences as antecedents of engagement. Taken with the results of 
Handa and Gulati (2014), research suggests that the relationship between personality traits and 
engagement may vary according to settings, industries, and organizations. 
Table 1.1. Settings, Sample Sizes, and Beta Coefficients of Studies Connecting 
Engagement and the Big Five Framework 
Citations Type of Organization 
Sample 








** .14** .18** -.01 .17** 
Handa & Gulati (2014) Retail Outlets 333  .20** .34**   




741 .05 .28** .08 .07  
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Kim, Shin & Swanger (2009) Quick-service restaurants 187 -.08 .18
** .03 .11 -.14* 
Scheepers, Arah, Heineman & 
Lombarts (2016) Medical Centers 819  .48
** .26** .16** .23** 
* Correlation significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
** Correlation significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Although extant research has examined the impact of the personality traits on 
engagement, the role of honesty-humility, as an extension of the Big Five framework, has not 
been fully examined in connection with engagement. In the next section, I will describe honesty-
humility and discuss the relationship between this factor and employee engagement.  
2.3 Extending the Big Five: Honesty-Humility 
The development of the Big Five framework can be traced to studies conducted in the 
mid-20th Century. The initial research of personality traits using the “Big Five” factors were 
based on a model proposed by Cattell (1943). Cattell based his framework on lexical studies 
involving 4,500 English language terms, grouped into 35 bipolar clusters, that were classified as 
stable traits. Several researchers, such as, Tupes and Christal (1961) and Digman and Takemoto-
Choek (1981) questioned the generalizability of these groupings, since they were limited to the 
35 clusters. The questioning and criticism is illustrated by Waller and Ben-Porath (1987, p. 887), 
who wrote: “much of the evidence that has been offered in support of the five-factor model stems 
from an assemblage of cognate studies better thought of as demonstrating the reliability rather 
than the validity (or comprehensiveness) of the five-factor paradigm.”  
Goldberg (1990) addressed the limitations in Cattell’s framework by expanding the 
number of examined adjective clusters. Golberg studied 1,413 trait terms grouped in 75 clusters. 
He used a series of factor extraction and rotation procedures to determine the validity of the five-
factor structure. Goldberg found that trait adjectives in the English language can be viewed as 
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blends of the trait dimensions identified in the Big Five model (Goldberg, 1990). Goldberg 
(1990) extended the existing knowledge of the basic personality traits by demonstrating that the 
sets of traits proposed by the Big Five structure were more representative than the overall trait 
lexicon in English language.  
The usage and acceptance of the Big Five framework expanded significantly in the later 
years of the 20th Century (John & Srivastava, 1999). However, despite the demonstrated validity 
of the Big Five framework (Judge et al., 1999), studies in several languages repeatedly identified 
a sixth dimension in addition to the five facets presented in the original model (Ashton & Lee, 
2001). For instance, Angleitner and Ostendorf (1989) identified six dimensions when conducting 
a lexical study in German. The terms related to the sixth dimension are honest, sincere, humane, 
truth-loving, modest, and fair (versus corrupt, arrogant, dishonest, boastful). Similarly, Szirmák 
and De Raad (1994) examined the structure in Hungarian and found a sixth dimension that could 
be described in terms of veracious, trust, and humane (versus greedy, overbearing, show-off). 
Caprara and Perugini (1994) and Hrebickova (1995) found similar results in Italian and Czech, 
respectively. To identify the generalizability of the Big Five factors, Caprara & Perugini 
replicated Goldberg’s (1990) study in the Italian lexical context. Through the analysis of 492 
adjectives, the authors identified a structure that was similar to the Big Five obtained in the 
English lexicon. However, an additional dimension that emerged in the study was defined by 
words such as, loyal, honest, and sincere. 
Ashton et al. (2004) found similar results while revisiting the framework proposed by 
Goldberg (1990). Ashton et al. (2004) labeled the sixth dimension honesty-humility. People who 
demonstrate high levels of honesty-humility tend to avoid manipulating or deceiving other 
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people; they do not feel entitled to take advantage of others, and are not particularly keen on 
having more than other people have (Lee & Ashton, 2012). 
Honesty-humility encompasses four facets: sincerity, fairness, greed avoidance, and 
modesty (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Sincerity assesses individuals’ tendency to be genuine in 
interpersonal relations. People with high level of sincerity are unwilling to manipulate others 
while individuals with low level of sincerity will flatter others or pretend to like them in order to 
obtain favors. Fairness is related to one’s tendency to avoid fraud and corruption. Individuals 
with low levels of fairness are willing to gain by cheating or stealing, in contrast, individuals 
with high levels of fairness are unwilling to take advantage of other individuals or of society in 
general. Greed avoidance encompasses individuals’ tendency to be uninterested in having luxury 
goods and carrying signs of high social status. The ones with low levels of greed avoidance want 
to enjoy and display wealth and privilege whereas individuals with high levels of greed 
avoidance are not particularly motivated by financial and social status. Modesty addresses one’s 
tendency to be modest and unassuming. Individuals with low levels of modesty tend to consider 
themselves as entitled to privileges that others do not have. Individuals with high levels of 
modesty perceive themselves as ordinary people who do not deserve special treatment. (Lee & 
Ashton, 2004). Taken together, these facets suggest that individuals with high levels of honesty-
humility are described as fair, sincere, and having a low sense of entitlement (Ashton & Lee, 
2007).  
The study of honesty-humility has attracted growing interest among scholars. The initial 
studies related to honesty-humility focused on demonstrating the psychometric properties 
(Ashton & Lee, 2008; Lee & Ashton, 2006; Lee & Ashton, 2016), and validating the scale in 
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multiple languages (De Vries, Lee & Ashton, 2008; Lee & Ashton, 2008).  Lee and Ashton 
(2006) examined the psychometric properties of the scale that measures the six dimensions of 
personality traits, Big Five plus honesty-humility. Findings from a sample of 1,681 students from 
two Canadian universities, using self- and social-reports, indicated that this scale provides 
reliable and valid assessment of the six dimensions of the personality traits framework.  
Ashton and Lee (2008) sought to determine if there were significant differences in the 
validity of the Big Five framework and the model proposed by them with six dimensions, 
including honesty-humility. Results from three samples indicated that the model with six 
dimensions had significantly higher predictive validity when compared to the traditional Big 
Five. Moreover, De Vries et al. (2008) also validated the six-dimension personality inventory in 
Dutch. De Vries et al. (2008) used two samples, one of 349 Dutch psychology and educational 
science students and a second sample of 289 Dutch participants from various organizations. De 
Vries et al. (2008) reported satisfactory results for the psychometric properties of the Dutch 
version in terms of internal-consistency reliability, factor structure, and scale intercorrelations. 
The findings from this study support the validity of the Dutch version of the six-dimension 
personality inventory.  
Although studies have confirmed the validity and reliability of the six-dimension 
framework, the impact of honesty-humility on organizational outcomes is still in the early stages 
of investigation. However, some studies have provided noteworthy findings of the impact of 
honesty-humility in corporate settings. For instance, Johnson et al. (2011) examined how 
honesty-humility impacted employee job performance and the performance ratings given by their 
supervisors. The authors used a two-step regression analysis. In the first step, they considered 
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demographic control variables and the Big Five factors. Results from this model showed a 
positive association between age and job performance. Interestingly, none of the Big Five traits 
appeared to be significantly related to job performance. In the second step, the authors included 
honesty-humility along with the other five traits and the demographic control variables. In this 
model, honesty-humility and extraversion appeared as the only traits significantly related to job 
performance, with honesty-humility being the strongest relationship. This result contrasts with 
previous research that identified conscientiousness as the personality trait most strongly related 
to performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991).  
Lee, Ashton, and Shin (2005) examined the relationship between personality traits and 
anti-social behavior. In the workplace, anti-social behavior can be defined as a set of deviant or 
harmful behaviors, such as, non-criminal acts like lying or spreading rumors; or felonies, such as, 
theft or accepting kickbacks (Lee et al., 2005). In this field study, anti-social behavior was 
measured in two dimensions: anti-social behavior directed at the organization, and anti-social 
behavior directed at individuals. Anti-social behavior directed at the organization includes 
behaviors like “falsifying receipts and dragging out work to get overtime” (Lee et al., 2005, p. 
85). Anti-social behaviors directed at individuals includes behaviors such as “playing mean 
pranks at coworkers or saying something hurtful to someone at work” (Lee et al., 2005, p. 85).  
Using a sample of 267 Korean employees, Lee et al. (2005) examined the impact of each 
of the Big Five traits and honesty-humility on anti-social behavior. Participants of the study were 
employees from five organizations in Korea, encompassing government organizations, 
insurance, automotive, and healthcare. The authors ran regression analyses considering two 
models. The first model comprised the Big Five personality traits. Results showed that 
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extraversion had a significant positive relationship with overall anti-social behavior. Moreover, 
results showed a significant negative relationship between two traits—agreeableness and 
conscientiousness—and overall anti-social behavior.  
In a second model, the authors included honesty-humility along with the other Big Five 
personality traits. Similar to the first model, extraversion appeared as positively related to anti-
social behavior; while agreeableness showed a significant negative relationship with anti-social 
behavior. However, the inclusion of honesty-humility revealed a significant increase in the 
model’s coefficient of determination (R2) when compared to the first model. More importantly, 
significantly more of the variance in anti-social behavior was explained when honesty-humility 
was included in the model. There was a significant negative relationship between honesty-
humility and overall anti-social behavior. Lee et al. (2005) contend that honesty-humility is a key 
construct to predict workplace anti-social behavior. Individuals with low levels of honesty-
humility tend to be deceitful, greedy, and are willing to bend the rules for personal gain (Lee & 
Ashton, 2012). Results showed that those individuals are more likely to engage in deviant 
harmful behaviors. Lee and Ashton (2012) also found that the impact of honesty-humility on 
anti-social behavior was significantly greater for behaviors that are directed to the organization. 
Lee et al. (2005) suggest that the underlying reason for this result is the fact that the items 
described in the anti-social behavior directed at the organization are more heavily related to 
exploitation and dishonesty than the ones related to anti-social behavior directed at individuals.  
Other studies have focused on exploring the relationship between honesty-humility, 
spirituality (Aghababaei, 2012), and well-being (Aghababaei & Arji, 2014). Aghababaei (2012) 
compared the Big Five framework and the six-dimension model proposed by Lee and Ashton 
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(2004) in relation to individual differences in religiosity. Bivariate correlations between intrinsic 
religiosity and the Big Five dimensions showed a significant correlation with only 
conscientiousness. When using the six-dimension framework, including honesty-humility, results 
showed a significant connection between intrinsic religiosity and two traits, agreeableness and 
honesty-humility. Aghababaei (2012) performed a series of hierarchical regressions to compare 
the two models of personality. Results showed that the model that includes honesty-humility as a 
personality trait outperformed the traditional Big Five framework in relation to intrinsic 
religiosity. In the first model, which used the Big Five framework, the explained variance (R2) 
was 6%. In the second model, which included honesty-humility, the R2 was 13%. The change in 
R2 shows how honesty-humility added significantly to the amount of variance in intrinsic 
religiosity beyond the Big Five framework. 
Honesty-humility has also been examined as a possible contributor to psychological and 
subjective well-being. Ryff (1989) proposed a six-factor conceptualization of psychological 
well-being, encompassing: positive relation with others, self-acceptance, purpose in life, 
autonomy, environmental mastery, and personal growth (Linley et al., 2009). Psychological well-
being has been defined as ‘‘engagement with existential challenges of life” (Keyes, Shmotkin & 
Ryff, 2002, p. 1007). Psychological well-being is based on the concept of eudaimonia. 
Eudaimonia reflects the search for inner growth and improvement (Aghababaei & Arji, 2014) . 
The eudaimonia perspective emphasizes that “individuals seek to realize their full potential as 
human beings” (Spreitzer et al., 2005, p. 538)  
In contrast to psychological well-being, the concept of subjective well-being is based on 
the idea of hedonia. Hedonia is the idea that individuals seek happiness through pleasurable 
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experiences (Spreitzer et al., 2005). Diener, Emmons, Larsen and Griffin (1985) conceptualized 
subjective well-being based on three state-like components: positive affect, negative affect, and 
life satisfaction. The first two components encompass emotional aspects while the latter refers to 
cognitive-judgmental aspects of well-being.  
Aghababaei and Arji (2014) examined the relationship between honesty-humility and 
both subjective and psychological well-being. In their study, Aghababaei and Arji (2014) used a 
sample of Iranian students. Bivariate correlation results showed a significant positive relationship 
between honesty-humility and each of the dimensions of psychological well-being: autonomy, 
environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth. Aghababaei and Arji (2014) 
focused on the life satisfaction component of subjective well-being. Life satisfaction is defined 
as “a global assessment of a person’s quality of life according to his chosen criteria” (Shin & 
Johnson, 1978, p. 478). Bivariate correlation results showed that life satisfaction was 
significantly related to all the Big Five personality traits. Among the five traits, extraversion and 
conscientiousness revealed the highest correlation coefficients. However, results revealed no 
significant relationship between honesty-humility and life satisfaction. Aghababaei and Arji 
(2014) concluded that honesty-humility “is not central to personal pleasure and comfort as 
conceptualized by life satisfaction” (Aghababaei & Arji, 2014, p. 141). 
Looking at potential negative outcomes of low levels of honesty-humility, Oh, Lee, 
Ashton, and De Vries (2011) tested for the moderating effect of extraversion in the relationship 
between honesty-humility and workplace deviance. The authors used three samples of university 
students with employment experience from Australia, Canada, and the Netherlands. Oh et al. 
(2011) performed moderated multiple regression analysis in each of the three samples. In the 
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first step of the regression, the authors included honesty-humility, extraversion and workplace 
delinquency. In the second step, the researchers added the interaction term between honesty-
humility and extraversion in the model. In the Australian and Canadian samples, the interaction 
term led to a significant increase in the amount of variance in workplace deviance explained by 
the model. The results show that the combination of low honesty-humility and high extraversion 
is associated with high levels of negative deviant behavior in the workplace. Oh et al. (2011) 
argue that this result could be because individuals who simultaneously have low levels of 
honesty-humility and high levels of extraversion tend to be more energetic, bold, and daring. Oh 
et al. (2011) contend that although individuals with low levels of honesty-humility and high 
levels of extraversion are often described as outgoing and friendly, they are likely to be 
presumptuous, greedy, and prone to engaging in deviant behaviors for personal gains. 
Weller and Tikir (2011) examined the impact of honesty-humility on risk taking decision-
making processes. Data was collected from a group of undergraduate students in the United 
States. Participants were asked to complete self-report questionnaires to measure personality 
traits and several domains of risk taking, including: social risks, recreational risks, health risks, 
safety risks, and ethical risks. The results showed that extraversion was not significantly related 
to any of the risk domains. Openness was significantly related to social and recreational risks but 
not significantly related to health, safety, or ethical risks. Conversely, the authors found that 
honesty-humility and agreeableness were significantly associated with health, safety, and ethical 
risks. According to Weller and Tikir (2011) results suggest that low levels of honesty-humility 
are associated with behaviors that offer rewards that are contrary to moral and legal conventions. 
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Conversely, individuals with high levels of honesty-humility tend to refuse an opportunity of 
potential gains if that would result in the exploitation of others.  
Studies conducted by Weller and Thulin (2012) reinforced those findings and established 
a negative relationship between honesty-humility and risk taking. They found that individuals 
that score low in the greed-avoidance dimension of honesty-humility tend to demonstrate greater 
risk taking to achieve lucrative gain and avoid losses from their current status. Weller and Thulin 
(2012) argue that low levels of greed avoidance are associated with high levels of reward-
seeking, which can impact the risk-taking decision process. Additionally, results showed that 
individuals who score low in fairness also are prone to taking higher risks for incremental gains 
or to preserve their status. 
Recently, O’Neill, Hambley, and Chatellier (2014) hypothesized that honesty would have 
a positive direct impact on engagement, beyond the Big Five personality traits. Using a sample 
of U.S. working adults, they measured individuals’ personality traits – agreeableness, 
extraversion, neuroticism, openness, conscientiousness, and honesty – using self-reports. 
Additionally, participants completed a self-report about their levels of engagement at work. The 
authors tested their hypotheses through hierarchical regressions. In the first block, they entered 
the five traits from the Big Five framework. In this first round, none of the Big Five dimensions 
revealed a significant direct relationship with engagement. Next, the authors included honesty 
and compared the incremental prediction caused by adding this trait to the model. Results 
showed a significant positive relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. The study 
also revealed that even when controlling for all dimensions of the Big Five, honesty was the 
strongest predictor of engagement (O’Neill et al., 2014).  The authors suggest that extending the 
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Big Five, to include honesty, can maximize the prediction of behavioral outcomes based on 
personality. These results reinforce the need for a further understanding of the impact of honesty-
humility on employee engagement. 
In the present study, I am focusing on the honesty-humility dimension of personality 
traits and how it impacts the level of individuals’ engagement with their work. Individuals with 
high levels of honesty-humility tend to be sincere, fair, unassuming, honest, faithful, loyal, 
modest, and ethical, as opposed to being deceitful, greedy, pretentious, hypocritical, sly, and self-
centered (Ashton & Lee, 2005). Persons with high scores on the honesty-humility scale avoid 
manipulating others for personal gain, feel little temptation to break rules, are uninterested in 
lavish wealth and luxuries, and feel no special entitlement to elevated social status.  Conversely, 
persons with low honesty-humility scores will flatter others to get what they want, are inclined to 
break rules for personal profit, are motivated by material gain, and feel a strong sense of self-
importance (Lee & Ashton, 2012).   
Although previous studies have explored the relationship between honesty-humility and 
some organizational outcomes, such as, workplace anti-social behavior, job performance, and 
risk taking, little has been done in identifying the impact of honesty-humility on employees’ 
levels of engagement. Individuals who report high levels of honesty-humility tend to present 
themselves as ethical, sincere, honest, and loyal. These individuals are described as unassuming, 
fair-minded, modest, and do not consider themselves superior to others or entitled (Lee & 
Ashton, 2012). Individuals with high levels of honesty-humility tend not to exploit or take 
advantage of others. Being disengaged from work means that one is not fully embracing their job 
and the tasks associated with it. A work relationship in based on a contract where one agrees to 
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provide time dedicated to a job and the other agrees to compensate for the work done. When an 
individual acts in a disengaged manner while still being paid for it, this can be perceived as 
taking advantage and being dishonest. 
Meskelis and Whittington (2016) found a significant positive correlation between 
honesty-humility and engagement. Looking at the relationship between engagement and four 
facets of honesty-humility, their results show engagement significantly correlated to all facets: 
sincerity, greed avoidance, modesty, and fairness. Additionally, the study showed significant 
positive correlation between honesty-humility and all three dimensions of engagement, physical, 
emotional, and cognitive engagement. The authors argue that individuals who score high in 
honesty-humility tend to be committed to honesty and loyalty, which in turn leads them to 
bringing their complete selves - emotionally, physically, and cognitively – to work. These 
individuals would perceive that by not fully embracing their jobs, such as showing up for work 
but being mentally absent, they would be acting in a dishonest manner. Therefore, it is expected 
that individuals who have high levels of honesty-humility are more likely to embrace their jobs 
emotionally, cognitively, and physically (O’Neill et al., 2014). 
Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between honesty-humility and employee 
engagement. 
2.4 Authentic Leadership 
While personality may impact engagement, social psychologists have established that a 
variety of situational factors moderate the impact of personality on employee engagement 
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Sulea et al., 2012). Leaders are a crucial part of creating a positive 
environment in organizations where people can flourish and thrive (Cameron, 2012; Schein, 
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2010).  Interesting findings from Sulea et al. (2012) show that even conscientiousness, which is 
known as the strongest predictor of engagement (O’Neill et al., 2014), is not immune to 
situational factors. Their results illustrate that, in the face of abusive supervision, individuals 
with high levels of conscientiousness showed significantly lower levels of engagement when 
compared to individuals with the same trait who were not exposed to such abusive leadership. 
 By consistently inspiring followers and articulating the organization’s values and 
purpose, leaders create cultures that reflect the organization’s strategic priorities (Whittington et 
al., 2017). As society increasingly expects leaders to be transparent, aware of their values, and 
guide organizations in moral and ethical ways (Clapp-Smith et al., 2009), a growing number of 
studies have turned their attention to authentic leadership. Authentic leaders are perceived as 
trustworthy and altruistic individuals who inspire followers to replicate these same behaviors 
(Luthans & Avolio, 2003). This process occurs as “authentic leaders transcend their self-interest 
because they are guided by something more important than self-interest, which is to be consistent 
with their high-end values” (Luthans & Avolio, 2003, p. 247).  
Luthans and Avolio (2003) identified six characteristics of authentic leaders. First, 
authentic leaders are guided by a set of end-values that serves as a frame of reference for 
consistently doing what is right, referred to as “self-regulation.” Second, authentic leaders 
attempt to minimize or close the gap between what is said and what is done, a concept known as 
“self-awareness.” Authentic leaders consistently lead by example. Third, authentic leaders 
acknowledge their vulnerabilities and openly discuss them. This transparency allows authentic 
leaders to transform vulnerabilities into strengths. Fourth, authentic leaders lead from the front, 
taking the initiative when risk is involved. Through this behavior, authentic leaders convey 
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confidence, hope, and optimism. Fifth, authentic leaders perceive that developing followers into 
leaders is as important as leading the team. Finally, authentic leaders have established a moral 
capacity and reputation that allows them to judge underhanded issues and dilemmas (Luthans & 
Avolio, 2003). 
Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, and May (2004) proposed a framework to identify 
how authentic leaders positively impact their followers. Avolio et al. (2004) contend that 
authentic leadership leads to increased levels of hope, trust, and positive emotions in the 
followers, which in turn leads to higher levels of follower engagement. Increased levels of hope, 
trust, and positive emotions leverage followers’ positive work attitudes – commitment, job 
satisfaction, and meaningfulness – as well as followers’ behaviors – job performance and extra 
effort. Additionally, authentic leadership hinders employees from withdrawal behaviors. 
Hassan and Ahmed (2011) tested the framework proposed by Avolio et al. (2004) and 
examined the relationship between authentic leadership, trust, and work engagement. The 
authors assessed three specific research questions: “To what extent do authentic leaders promote 
subordinates’ trust in them and their work engagement?” “How does subordinates’ trust in 
leaders facilitate employees work engagement?” and “How does trust mediate the relationship 
between leadership authenticity and employees work engagement?” In a field study of 
employees from the banking sector in Malaysia, the authors found that authentic leadership 
promoted employee’s trust in the leadership. Results also showed that trust in the leadership 
partially mediates the relationship between authentic leadership and employee engagement. 
These results demonstrate that immediate leaders have a significant impact on employee’s levels 
of engagement to the organization. Authentic leaders leverage positive attitudes in followers by 
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giving clear and meaningful direction while being coherent to their values and transparent about 
their own limitations as leaders. Authentic leaders tend to demonstrate interest in the followers’ 
development and career advancement. These attitudes are positively connected to employee 
engagement (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). 
Giallonardo et al. (2010) integrated the model of authentic leadership suggested by 
Avolio et al. (2004) with the concept of work engagement. This framework encompasses the 
core components of authentic leadership: self-awareness, relational transparency, internalized 
moral perspective, and balanced processing. Additionally, it proposes that authentic leadership 
leads to work engagement, which in turn has a positive impact on job satisfaction. The model 
proposes that authentic leadership fosters an authentic connection, which then has a positive 
impact on engagement. Higher levels of engagement then lead to higher levels of job 
satisfaction. Giallonardo et al. (2010) suggest that engagement is the path that connects authentic 
leadership to follower job satisfaction. Figure 2.3 presents the framework proposed by 
Giallonardo et al. (2010) in more detail.  
Figure 2.3. Theoretical framework by Giallonardo et al. (2010) 
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Giallonardo et al. (2010) examined a sample of new graduate nurses in Canada. Hospitals 
in Ontario assign a preceptor to each new graduate nurse. Preceptorship involves pairing a 
practitioner with a less experienced learner. A preceptor provides “individualized supervision, 
support, and teaching to a new graduate nurse, for a minimum of 12 weeks” (Giallonardo et al., 
2010, p. 994). Previous research has demonstrated that preceptorship has a positive effect on new 
graduate nurses helping with professional socialization (Speers, Strzyzewski & Ziolkowski, 
2004). The sample comprised 170 new graduate nurses with a maximum of 3 years of nursing 
experience. The study evaluated the impact of the preceptors’ leadership style on the new 
graduate nurses’ levels of engagement and job satisfaction. Giallonardo et al. (2010) tested and 
found a positive relationship between authentic leadership and job satisfaction (b = .29, p < .01). 
They also found a positive relationship between engagement and job satisfaction (b = .34, p < 
.01). Furthermore, the researchers found that when engagement was taken into consideration, the 
size of the effect of authentic leadership on job satisfaction (b = .22, p < .01) reduced, while still 
being statistically significant. These results show that work engagement partially mediates the 
relationship between authentic leadership and job satisfaction. Giallonardo et al. (2010) 
concluded that engagement is an important mechanism by which authentic leadership affects job 
satisfaction.  
In further examination of the relationship between authentic leadership and engagement, 
Giallonardo et al. (2010) assessed the impact of each facet of authentic leadership on the nurses’ 
levels of engagement and found that all four dimensions were significantly correlated with 
engagement. Interestingly, the authors identified that internalized moral perspective had the 
highest correlation with engagement. The researchers contend that by acting in a moral and 
AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG HONESTY-HUMILITY, AUTHENTIC LEADERSHIP AND EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 
 53 
ethical manner, the preceptors increased their ability to connect with the new graduate nurses and 
keep them engaged throughout the program. Relational transparency and balanced processing 
resulted in similar levels of correlation with engagement. Amongst the four facets of authentic 
leadership, self-awareness had the lowest correlation with engagement. Giallonardo et al. (2010) 
argue that since self-awareness derives from open positive exchanges between leaders and 
followers, this sample could have preceptors that were perceived as authentic leaders but the 
relationship may not have been marked by the expected authentic connection. 
 Extending the model proposed by Avolio et al. (2004), Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, 
and Walumbwa (2005) focused on two aspects of authentic leaders, self-awareness and self-
regulation. Gardner et al. (2005) builds on the definition of authenticity proposed by Kernis 
(2003, p.1): “authenticity is the unobstructed operation of one’s true, or core, self in one’s daily 
enterprise.” Gardner et al. (2005) proposed that authentic leadership fosters authentic 
followership, which leads to positive follower development and positive outcomes. Authentic 
followership happens when followers emulate the positive behaviors of their authentic leaders. 
Authentic leaders function as a role model that inspires the followers to behave with integrity 
and commitment to ethical values (Gardner et al, 2005). Authentic followership leads to higher 
levels of trust from followers in their leaders, work-place well-being, and higher levels of 
engagement (Gardner et al., 2005). The demonstrated integrity of authentic leaders combined 
with the psychological safety that is caused by follower’s trust in authentic leaders produce 
higher levels of engagement among the followers (Gardner et al., 2005).  
Clapp-Smith et al. (2009) tested the model by Gardner et al. (2005) in a field study 
involving department store employees. They found that authentic leadership leads to higher 
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levels of follower performance. Moreover, results showed that perceived trust in management 
partially mediates the relationship between authentic leadership and follower performance. These 
findings reinforce that the perceptions that individuals have of their leaders have a significant 
impact on employee’s performance. This study also provides evidence for the importance of 
authentic leadership in creating trust between leaders and followers, which in turn, leads to 
higher levels of performance. 
In this dissertation, I examine the positive relationship between the trait honesty-humility 
and individuals’ levels of engagement with their work. Individuals with high levels of honesty-
humility tend to be sincere, fair, honest, faithful, loyal, and ethical (Ashton & Lee, 2005). 
Previous research has established that individuals’ personality traits affect their tendency to be 
more or less engaged with their work (Akhtar et al., 2015; Inceoglu & Warr, 2011; Kim et al., 
2009). However, the relationship between honesty-humility and engagement can be affected by 
contextual factors, such as, leadership styles. Previous research has demonstrated that leaders can 
directly and indirectly impact employee’s levels of engagement. Though, the strength of this 
relationship may be enhanced by the employee leader’s behavior. If a leader has consistency 
between what is said and what is done, attempts to do what is right, acknowledges his or her 
limitations, leads from the front, is transparent, and develops the team, I expect the relationship 
between honesty-humility and engagement to be stronger. Therefore: 
Hypothesis 2: Authentic leadership enhances the relationship between honesty-humility 
and engagement. 
The next section presents the research strategy, modes of treatment, measures, and the 
context that was used to collect data for this study. 













A field study of 100 full-time employees was conducted to investigate the relationship 
among individual differences, leadership style, and the levels of employee engagement. 
Participants in this research came from several industries (finance and insurance n = 20, 
healthcare n = 16, education n = 10, other industries n = 54). Within these industries, 
participants’ roles ranged from individual contributors (n = 43) to team leaders (n = 49). Despite 
the limited size, this sample encompasses a wide variety of organizational levels. The variety of 
companies, departments, organizational levels, and demographics provides a greater potential 
generalizability of the results than if the sample was based on a single organization. 
This chapter provides a description of the research design and the rationale for the 
choices that were made within this study. Additionally, I provide a detailed description of the 
sampling procedures and discuss the characteristics of those who participated in the study. 
3.2 Research Design 
The applied research process used in this study can be described by the garbage can 
model (McGrath, Martin & Kulka, 1982). In this model, the decision space functions as a 
garbage can that holds four main variables: problems, resources, method, and solutions. 
Problems are practical or theoretical issues that require a resolution. Resources include, but are 
not limited to, skills, capabilities, money, and technology that can be used to solve the problem.  
Method refers to the selection of the methodology that is used to examine the problem in 
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question. Lastly, solutions encompass the empirical result from the data collection as well as the 
theoretical interpretation of the results obtained through the data. 
Although the garbage can metaphor provides an excellent description of the messiness of 
applied research, there is a logical order that can be applied. This is depicted by the cycle of 
empirical research shown in Figure 3.1. The series of decision points that are embedded in the 
research process can be illustrated by the cycle of empirical research (Runkel and McGrath, 
1972). The cycle of empirical research displays a sequence of events that move from a problem 
to a conclusion, based on a series of constraints generated by the judgment calls made by the 
researcher. Each of the decisions made in the design of their research project represented choices 
among various options. The choices made at each point become constraints on the remaining 
phases of the process. The shrinking arrow between the stages illustrates the idea of constraints 
created by the choices made in each of the phases. 
Figure 3.1. Cycle of Empirical Research (Runkel & McGrath, 1972) 
 
This study was designed by following the steps depicted in this cycle. This study 
addresses a particular problem, low levels of employee engagement. In order to address this 








Conclusion about the real world
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problem, decisions were made, resources were applied, and propositions are presented based on 
the findings. First, the research question focused on the impact of individual differences on 
employee’s levels of engagement. The research question led to the hypotheses, which focused on 
the impact of personality traits on engagement and how leadership styles affect the relationship 
between personality and engagement. Data collection was conducted through convenience 
samples to which I had access because of my personal and professional connections. Next, I 
chose specific measures to capture each one of these variables. Following, I chose to execute the 
research through a field study and to test the hypotheses through correlation and regression 
analysis.  
Each decision that was made throughout this process affected the next step and ultimately 
the outcomes of this research. This study began with the need to develop a better understanding 
of the factors that contribute to the low levels of employee engagement, which have been 
consistently reported over the last decade. This topic is extremely relevant to organizations 
around the world, since low levels of employee engagement have been reported to cause 
significant financial losses to organizations (Gallup, 2013). The next choice was related to the 
research design, which in this case, the research was conducted through a cross-sectional field 
study where both the dependent and independent variables were obtained simultaneously from 
the participants (Schwab, 2005). The scores were measured only once for each sample. A field 
study is characterized as taking place in settings that are existentially real for the participants 
(McGrath et al., 1982). This method is somewhat intrusive because the participants are aware 
that their responses are being evaluated.  
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Field studies are often criticized for limited generalizability (McGrath et al., 1982). 
However, the sample in this study covers a broad range of organizations, roles, age, 
demographics, and industries, increasing the potential generalizability of the findings. In this 
research, field study was an appropriate design because it allows for the participants to give 
information about their leader’s behavior and their own self-assessment of their personality and 
individual differences. These are inside the head constructs that are not likely captured through 
external observation. Additionally, this design allows for the participants to provide responses in 
a realistic setting, without manipulation.  
In terms of modes of treatment, all measures were obtained from employees (Mode Y) 
without a priori controls (Mode K) for levels of the variables measured or demographic 
characteristics. This study did not target particular populations, therefore, there is a random 
distribution of organizations, positions, and demographics (Mode R). In this study there were no 
experimental manipulations or treatments (Mode X). The choice to use mode Y is appropriate 
because the variables have to be measured for the relationship to be tested. Additionally, the 
investigation of honesty-humility and its impact on employee engagement is in its early stages, 
where allowing an uncontrolled range of responses will contribute to a general understanding of 
this relationship. Future research can certainly limit the scope and examine this relationship in 
more controlled settings.  
As in any other field study design, there are always factors at work that were not 
measured (Mode Z). Employee engagement is impacted by several other elements that were not 
included in this study. These limitations will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5. In the next 
section I present the details of the sample selection process for this study. 
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3.3 Sample Selection 
A field study involving a total of 100 participants was conducted to investigate the 
relationship between honesty-humility, authentic leadership, and employee engagement. The 
data was obtained through three separate convenience samples. The first sample was obtained 
from students enrolled in a graduate business program at a university in North Texas. The two 
other samples were attained through my personal and professional connections. The sample 
gathering process was similar to the exponential non-discriminative snowball sampling method, 
where the initial sample is drawn by a convenience mechanism (Handcock & Gile, 2011) and 
referrals lead to other sample groups (Dudovskiy, 2016). Snowball sampling has several 
advantages, including the ability to recruit participants in a short duration of time and capability 
to collect data in a cost-effective way (Dudovskiy, 2016). However, this method has at least two 
limitations. First is the possibility of bias due to oversampling a particular network of peers. In 
addition, there is no guarantee that the sample obtained accurately represents the general 
population (Dudovskiy, 2016).  
3.4 Participant Protocol 
Upon receiving approval from the University of Dallas Institutional Review Board (IRB), 
an invitation via e-mail was sent to the participants from each of the samples. The e-mail 
contained a link to the survey in the Qualtrics online platform where the answers were stored. 
The e-mail presented a brief explanation of the purpose of the research and a clear disclosure 
about the participation being voluntary and confidential. The e-mail invitation also stated that the 
participant could abandon the study at any time without facing any negative consequences.  
Additionally, the e-mail provided contact information from the IRB chair in case the participants 
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had any questions or concerns related to their rights in this process. The survey was open for two 
weeks. A reminder e-mail was sent to the participants one week after the initial invitation. There 
were no incentives offered for participation in this research. The survey was open from July 6th 
until July 21st of 2017.  
The first sample included students who are also full-time employees that were enrolled in 
a part-time professional graduate program at a business school in North Texas. This sample was 
appropriate because the majority of the students is employed full-time while attending graduate 
school on a part-time basis. The participants were invited by e-mail and a reminder e-mail was 
sent after one week. The invitation was sent to 402 students but only 57 students completed the 
survey, resulting in a response rate of 14%. A meta-analysis conducted by Baruch and Holtom 
(2008) concluded that the average response rate for surveys in organizational research is 52.7% 
with a standard deviation of 18.8. 
For the second sample, an e-mail invitation was sent to a group of full-time employees in 
the United States that I have met through my personal and professional network. The same e-
mail invitation used for the first sample was sent to this group with a reminder e-mail sent one 
week after the first invitation. The second sample comprised full-time employees from several 
organizations in the United States. The survey was sent to 44 individuals and 19 participants 
completed the survey, with a response rate of 68%. 
A third invitation was sent to a group of Brazilian full-time employees that I have met 
through my professional experience as a business consultant in Brazil. The third sample 
consisted of full-time employees from several organizations in Brazil. The same invitation used 
for the two other groups was sent to the group in Brazil. The invitation and the survey were both 
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in English since the individuals in this sample are fluent in the English language. Therefore, no 
translation procedure was required. The invitation was sent to 68 individuals and 24 participants 
completed the survey, with a response rate of 35%. In total, 514 people were invited to 
participate in the survey and 100 of these completed the survey, resulting in an overall response 
rate of 19.4%. The next section presents a detailed description of the characteristics of the 
samples. 
3.5 Sample Characteristics 
In the first sample, 57 participants completed the questionnaire. The majority of the 
respondents were male (58%), Caucasian (47%), worked full-time (75%), and all of them 
reported to have a college degree or higher. Most participants worked in jobs related to 
information technology (16%), sales and marketing (12%), operations (11%), and finance (9%). 
A significant share of respondents worked in finance and insurance (22%), healthcare (19%), and 
manufacturing (9%). The majority of participants (49%) range from ages 37 to 56. Most 
commonly, participants have been with their current companies for less than 5 years (52%). A 
majority of respondents have worked for their current manager for more than a year (30% 1 to 3 
years; 28% more than 3 years). In terms of role, most respondents (56%) work as individual 
contributors. 
In the second sample, 19 participants completed the questionnaire. Results show a 
balance between male and female participants (50%). Most respondents were Caucasian (68%), 
worked full-time (84%), and all participants reported to have a college degree or higher. Most 
commonly, participants worked in jobs related to sales and marketing (37%), and finance (26%). 
In terms of industry, respondents mostly work in finance and insurance (26%), healthcare (21%), 
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legal services (10%), and real state (10%). The majority of participants (58%) range from ages 
32 to 41 and have been with their current companies from 2 to 10 years (47%). Additionally, the 
majority have worked for the current manager for over one year (26% from 1 to 3 years, 32% 
over 3 years). In terms of role, the majority of those respondents (58%) manage other 
individuals. 
In the third sample, 24 individuals completed the questionnaire. Most of the respondents 
in this sample were male (63%), Latin American (71%), worked full-time (96%), and all 
participants reported to have a college degree or higher. Most participants worked in jobs related 
to project management (21%), consulting (17%), and sales and marketing (13%). Industry-wise, 
participants reported to work in adult education (25%), information services (9%), and other 
industries (25%). The majority of participants range from ages 37 to 56 (49%) and have been 
with their current companies from 2 to 10 years (57%). Most of the participants in this sample 
have worked for their current manager for more than a year (42% 1 to 3 years; 42% over 3 
years). Only a small minority had worked for their current manager for less than one year (16%). 
In terms of role, the majority of respondents (79%) manage other individuals.  
In order to test the hypotheses, data from the three samples were combined. In the 
combined sample the majority of respondents are male (57%), Caucasian (46%), work full-time 
(82%), and all participants have a college degree or higher. Most respondents work in jobs 
related to sales and marketing (17%), project management (9%), finance (9%), and information 
technology (9%). In terms of industry, the majority of participants works in finance and 
insurance (20%), healthcare (16%), and adult education (10%). Most respondents range from 
ages 37 to 46 (50%). A significant segment of the participants has been with their current 
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companies from 2 to 10 years (47%) and have had the current manager for 1 to 3 years (31%; 
37% less than 1 year; 32% over 3 years). In terms of role, most respondents (49%) manage other 
individuals.  
While the size of the sample was not as large as I had intended, the sample used on this 
study has several strengths. First, the sample consists of full-time employees with a wide 
collection of experience levels, ranging from individual contributors to team leaders. 
Additionally, this is a multi-organizational sample that encompasses several industries, which 
provides a higher level of potential generalizability than a single organization sample would have 
provided. Moreover, there is some degree of cultural diversity in the sample because participants 
came from two countries. Furthermore, this sample contains a variety of age ranges and job 
roles. Tables 3.1 through 3.11 provide detailed demographic information for each sample as well 
as for the combined sample. 
Table 3.1. Participants by Gender 
 
Table 3.2. Participants by Ethnicity 
 
N % N % N % N %
Male 33 58% 9 47% 15 63% 57 57%
Female 18 32% 9 47% 8 33% 35 35%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Gender U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
N % N % N % N %
White/Caucasian 27 47% 13 68% 6 25% 46 46%
Latin American 3 5% 3 16% 17 71% 23 23%
African American 12 21% 0% 0% 12 12%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Asian 5 9% 1 5% 0% 6 6%
Other 4 7% 1 5% 0% 5 5%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Ethnicity U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
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Table 3.3. Participants by Education 
 
Table 3.4. Participants by Job Position 
 
Table 3.5. Participants by Industry 
 
N % N % N % N %
College Degree 25 44% 7 37% 4 17% 36 36%
Graduate Degree 20 35% 9 47% 12 50% 41 41%
Doctorate (PhD, J.D. M.D) 6 11% 2 11% 7 29% 15 15%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Education U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
N % N % N % N %
Other 11 19% 5 26% 6 25% 22 22%
Sales/Marketing 7 12% 7 37% 3 13% 17 17%
Project Management 3 5% 1 5% 5 21% 9 9%
Finance 5 9% 3 16% 1 4% 9 9%
Information Technology 9 16% 0% 0% 9 9%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Operations 6 11% 0% 2 8% 8 8%
Consulting 1 2% 0% 4 17% 5 5%
Accounting 3 5% 1 5% 0% 4 4%
Relationship Management 2 4% 0% 1 4% 3 3%
Customer Service 1 2% 1 5% 0% 2 2%
Human Resources 1 2% 0% 1 4% 2 2%
Security 2 4% 0% 0% 2 2%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Job Position U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
N % N % N % N %
Finance and Insurance 13 23% 5 26% 2 8% 20 20%
Health Care 11 19% 4 21% 1 4% 16 16%
College, University, and Adult Education 4 7% 0% 6 25% 10 10%
Other Industry 2 4% 1 5% 6 25% 9 9%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Other Manufacturing 5 9% 0% 1 4% 6 6%
Government and Public Administration 4 7% 0% 0% 4 4%
Scientific or Technical Services 1 2% 1 5% 2 8% 4 4%
Telecommunications 3 5% 1 5% 0% 4 4%
Information Services and Data Processing 2 4% 0% 2 8% 4 4%
Legal Services 1 2% 2 11% 0% 3 3%
Real Estate, Rental and Leasing 0% 2 11% 0% 2 2%
Computer and Electronics Manufacturing 1 2% 0% 1 4% 2 2%
Hotel and Food Services 2 4% 0% 0% 2 2%
Mining 0% 0% 2 8% 2 2%
Primary/Secondary (K-12) Education 0% 1 5% 0% 1 1%
Retail 1 2% 0% 0% 1 1%
Software 1 2% 0% 0% 1 1%
Other Education Industry 0% 1 5% 0% 1 1%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Industry U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
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Table 3.6. Participants by Year of Birth 
 
Table 3.7. Participants by Generational Cohort 
 
Table 3.8. Participants by Work Load 
 
Table 3.9. Participants by Tenure with Company 
 
N % N % N % N %
1946-1950 1 4% 0% 1 5% 2 2%
1951-1955 0% 1 2% 1 5% 2 2%
1956-1960 3 13% 1 2% 1 5% 5 5%
1961-1965 2 8% 7 12% 0% 9 9%
1966-1970 1 4% 5 9% 1 5% 7 7%
1971-1975 5 21% 6 11% 2 11% 13 13%
1976-1980 7 29% 10 18% 5 26% 22 22%
1981-1985 3 13% 6 11% 6 32% 15 15%
1986-1990 0% 10 18% 0% 10 10%
1991-1995 1 4% 5 9% 1 5% 7 7%
Not Informed 1 4% 6 11% 1 5% 8 8%
Grand Total 24 100% 57 100% 19 100% 100 100%
Birth Year U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
N % N % N % N %
Baby Boomers 6 25% 9 16% 3 16% 18 18%
Generation X 13 54% 21 37% 8 42% 42 42%
Millennials 4 17% 21 37% 7 37% 32 32%
Not Informed 1 4% 6 11% 1 5% 8 8%
Grand Total 24 100% 57 100% 19 100% 100 100%
Generational Cohort U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
N % N % N % N %
Yes 43 75% 16 84% 23 96% 82 82%
No 8 14% 2 11% 0% 10 10%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Working Full-time U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
N % N % N % N %
Less than 2 years 17 30% 4 21% 2 8% 23 23%
2-5 years 13 23% 3 16% 6 25% 22 22%
6-10 years 12 21% 6 32% 7 29% 25 25%
11-15 years 4 7% 1 5% 3 13% 8 8%
16-20 years 1 2% 3 16% 0% 4 4%
21-25 years 2 4% 0% 3 13% 5 5%
26-30 years 0% 0% 1 4% 1 1%
More than 30 years 2 4% 1 5% 1 4% 4 4%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Tenure U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
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Table 3.10. Participants by Tenure with Manager 
 
Table 3.11. Participants by Type of Role 
 
3.6 Measures 
The data was collected through an online survey that was sent to the participants via e-
mail using the Qualtrics online platform. Honesty-humility and engagement were measured 
through self-reports where participants answered questions related to their personal 
characteristics and their level of engagement with their work. Authentic leadership was captured 
through the participants’ social-reports about their immediate supervisors. Each one of the 
measures is described in detail in the sections below. 
3.6.1 Independent Variable: Employee Engagement 
Employee Engagement was measured based on a self-report with the 18-item scale 
proposed by Rich et al. (2010), which derives from the original conceptualization of engagement 
presented by Kahn (1990). This measure considers three distinct dimensions of engagement: 
physical engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement. Each dimension was 
N % N % N % N %
Less than 6 months 14 25% 5 26% 2 8% 21 21%
6 months to 1 year 10 18% 4 21% 2 8% 16 16%
1 to 3 years 17 30% 4 21% 10 42% 31 31%
3 to 5 years 5 9% 1 5% 3 13% 9 9%
More than 5 years 5 9% 4 21% 6 25% 15 15%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Tenure with Manager U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
N % N % N % N %
Team Manager 19 33% 11 58% 19 79% 49 49%
Individual contributor 32 56% 7 37% 4 17% 43 43%
Not Informed 6 11% 1 5% 1 4% 8 8%
Grand Total 57 100% 19 100% 24 100% 100 100%
Type of Role U.S. Sample 1 U.S Sample 2 Brazil Sample Combined Sample
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captured through six items in a 5-point Likert scale that ranged from 1(Strongly disagree) to 5 
(Strongly agree). All items from the engagement measure are presented in the Appendix C. 
Physical engagement (a = .91) intends to capture the energy exerted and the physical 
involvement within the job. It was measured through items such as “I exert full effort to my job,” 
“I devote a lot of energy to my job,” and “I strive as hard as I can to complete my job.” Physical 
engagement resulted in an average of 4.2 (s = .68). 
Emotional engagement (a = .95) apprehends the level of pleasantness and enthusiasm 
experienced at work and it was captured through statements such as “I feel energetic at my job,” 
“I am enthusiastic in my job,” and “I feel positive about my job.” Emotional engagement 
resulted in an average of 4.1 (s = .82). 
Finally, cognitive engagement (a = .94) measures the level and intensity of focus and 
concentration applied while performing work related tasks. Statements like: “At work, my mind 
is focused on my job,” “At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job,” and “At work, I am 
absorbed by my job” were used to operationalize this measure. Cognitive engagement resulted in 
an average of 4.1 (s = .71). 
The hypotheses presented in this study did not differentiate among the engagement 
subscales individually. Therefore, I used a unidimensional measure of engagement to test the 
hypotheses in this research. Previous studies have used the unidimensional measure of 
engagement with acceptable Cronbach alphas (a = .95, Rich et al., 2010; a = .87, Whittington et 
al., 2017). Whittington et al. (2017) performed confirmatory factor analyses that demonstrated 
the three separate dimensions as well as the higher order construct of employee engagement. 
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Similarly, in this study engagement was used as a higher order unidimensional construct based 
on the average of the results from all 18 items with an overall Cronbach alpha of .97. The overall 
measure of engagement resulted in a mean of 4.1 (s = .68).  
3.6.2 Dependent Variable: Honesty-Humility 
In order to assess personality, the participants were asked to complete a self-report with 
the 60-item HEXACO instrument developed by Ashton and Lee (2012). Although the 
hypotheses have considered only honesty-humility, I administered the complete HEXACO 
questionnaire. The HEXACO scale encompasses six dimensions of personality traits – honesty-
humility (H), emotionality (E), extraversion (X), agreeableness (A), conscientiousness (C), and 
openness to experience (O). Each dimension is captured through ten items that ask respondents 
to describe themselves using responses on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly 
disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). Subscale scores were obtained by averaging responses to the ten 
items associated with that dimension. All items from the HEXACO measure are presented in the 
Appendix D. Each of these subscales is described below. 
The honesty-humility (H) dimension captures individuals’ natural tendency to behave in 
sincere, modest, and faithful ways as opposed to being deceitful, greedy, and pretentious (a = 
.70). It is measured through statements such as: “I wouldn't use flattery to get a raise or 
promotion at work, even if I thought it would succeed,” “If I knew that I could never get caught, 
I would be willing to steal a million dollars,” “Having a lot of money is not especially important 
to me” and, “I think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is.” The mean for 
the honesty-humility subscale was 3.7 (s = .54). 
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Emotionality (E) demonstrates the individual’s tendency to be emotional, fearful, and 
anxious, as opposed to being tough, fearless, and insensitive (a = .71). This trait is captured 
through statements like: “I would feel afraid if I had to travel in bad weather conditions,” “I 
sometimes can't help worrying about little things,” “When I suffer from a painful experience, I 
need someone to make me feel comfortable,” and “I feel like crying when I see other people 
crying.” The mean for the emotionality subscale was 2.9 (s = .59). 
Extroversion (X) captures one’s tendency to be outgoing, sociable, and talkative, as 
opposed to being shy, passive, and quiet (a = .71). It is measured through statements like: “I feel 
reasonably satisfied with myself overall,” “I rarely express my opinions in group meetings,” “I 
prefer jobs that involve active social interaction to those that involve working alone,” and “On 
most days, I feel cheerful and optimistic.” The mean for the extraversion subscale was 3.7 (s = 
.49). 
Agreeableness (A) reflects an individual’s natural tendency to be patient, peaceful, and 
lenient, as opposed to being ill-tempered, temperamental, and quarrelsome (a = .79). This 
dimension is captured through statements like: “I rarely hold a grudge, even against people who 
have badly wronged me,” “I tend to be lenient in judging other people,” “I am usually quite 
flexible in my opinions when people disagree with me,” and “Most people tend to get angry 
more quickly than I do.” The mean for the agreeableness subscale was 3.2 (s = .61). 
Conscientiousness (C) measures the natural tendency towards being organized, self-
disciplined, and efficient, as opposed to being sloppy, negligent, and irresponsible (a = .75). It is 
measured through statements such as: “I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid scrambling at 
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the last minute,” “I often push myself very hard when trying to achieve a goal,” “I always try to 
be accurate in my work, even at the expense of time,” and “I make a lot of mistakes because I 
don’t think before I act” (reversed score). The mean for the ten conscientiousness subscale was 
3.9 (s = .47). 
Finally, openness to experience (O) reflects a tendency towards being intellectual, 
creative, and innovative, as opposed to being shallow, unimaginative, and close-minded (a = 
.70). It is captured through statements like: “I would be quite bored by a visit to an art gallery,” 
“I'm interested in learning about the history and politics of other countries,” “People have often 
told me that I have a good imagination,” and “I like people who have unconventional views.” 
The mean for the openness subscale was 3.6 (s = .73). 
3.6.3 Moderating Variable: Authentic Leadership 
Participants were asked to assess their supervisors’ authentic leadership behaviors by 
responding to 12 items from the Authentic Leadership Inventory (ALI) developed by Neider and 
Schriesheim (2011). The ALI is a social-report instrument that uses a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (Disagree strongly) to 5 (Agree strongly). This measure encompasses four 
dimensions of authentic leadership: self-awareness, relational transparency, internalized moral 
perspective, and balanced processing.  
Self-awareness (r = .63) “refers to demonstrating an understanding of how one derives 
and makes meaning of the world and how that meaning making process impacts the way one 
views himself or herself over time” (Walumbwa et al, 2008, p. 95). Self-awareness was assessed 
by the correlation between these two items: “My leader describes accurately the way that others 
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view his/her abilities” and “My leader is clearly aware of the impact he/she has on others.” The 
mean for self-awareness was 3.4 (s = .89). 
Relational transparency (a = .84) describes individuals presenting their authentic self to 
others, as opposed to being fake or distorted. Relational transparency was measured with three 
statements: “My leader clearly states what he/she means,” “My leader openly shares information 
with others,” and “My leader expresses his/her ideas and thoughts clearly to others.” The average 
of responses to these items resulted in a mean of 3.7 (s = .86) for relational transparency. 
Internalized moral perspective (a = .83) refers to internalized and integrated self-
regulation, which is guided by moral standards and values, as opposed to organizational, societal 
and peer pressure. Internalized moral perspective is captured by four statements: “My leader 
shows consistency between his/her beliefs and actions,” “My leader uses his/her core beliefs to 
make decisions,” “My leader resists pressures on him/her to do things contrary to his/her 
beliefs,” and “My leader is guided in his/her actions by internal moral standards.” Responses to 
these four items were averaged, resulting in a mean of 3.8 (s = .79) for the internalized moral 
perspective subscale.  
Balanced processing (a = .79) refers to leaders who demonstrate that they objectively 
analyze all relevant information before making a decision. This also means that these leaders are 
open to views and opinions that challenge their core beliefs. This dimension is captured by the 
following statements: “My leader asks for ideas that challenge his/her core beliefs,” “My leader 
carefully listens to alternative perspectives before reaching a conclusion,” “My leader objectively 
analyzes relevant data before making a decision,” and “My leader encourages others to voice 
opposing points of view.” The balanced processing subscale was based on the average of 
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responses to these four items, resulting in a mean of 3.4 (s = .91). All items from the authentic 
leadership measure are presented in the Appendix E.  
In this study, no hypotheses referred to the specific dimensions of authentic leadership. 
Therefore, a higher order unidimensional construct was used to test the hypotheses in this study. 
Previous studies reported significant internal validity for this measure of authentic leadership as 
a unidimensional construct (a=.96, Men & Stacks, 2014; a=.91, Gill & Caza, 2015). In this 
study, authentic leaderships was reported as a higher order unidimensional construct based on the 
average of the results from all twelve items, with an overall Cronbach alpha of .91. The overall 
measure of authentic leadership resulted in a mean of 3.6 (s = .73). 
The measures captured in this study were based on self and social-reports, where 
participants were asked questions about their characteristics and behaviors (self-reports) and 
their perception of their direct supervisors (social-reports). Because all measures were obtained 
from the same source, there is a reasonable concern that the results obtained are due to common 
source variance. In order to address this concern, results were submitted to the Harman single 
factor analysis. In this procedure, all variables were entered into a factor analysis and the results 
of the unrotated factor solution was examined in order to determine how many factors are 
necessary to account for the variance in the variables. If a single factor emerges from the factor 
analysis, or one general factor accounts for the majority of the covariance, there are reasons to 
believe that results are biased based on the fact that they were obtained from a single source  
(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Results for the variables captured in this research showed that a 
single factor unrotated solution would explain 26.9% of the variance, which is well below the 
50% suggested threshold (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Therefore, the result of the Harman single 
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factor test minimizes concerns related to common-source variance even though all the responses 
came from a single source. In the next chapter I will present the detailed results obtained through 
the data collection and the test of the hypotheses. 
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
4.1 Reliabilities, Correlations, Means and Standard Deviation 
This study was designed to examine in detail how personality traits (honesty-humility) 
and situational factors (authentic leadership) affect employees’ levels of engagement. This 
chapter is organized in terms of the two hypotheses presented in Chapter 2. First, I report the 
results for the direct relationship between honesty-humility and employee engagement. Then I 
report the results of the tests conducted to examine the moderator effect of authentic leadership 
on the relationship between honesty-humility and employee engagement. 
Table 4.1 presents the sample sizes, means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of 
the study variables. The reliabilities for each of the study variables appear on the diagonal of the 
correlation matrix.  
Table 4.1. Sample sizes, Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations 
 
Variables Sample Mean S.D. H E X A C O ENG AL
H 96 3.73       0.54       0.70
E 96 2.95       0.59       -0.068 0.72
X 96 3.76       0.48       -0.031 0.030 0.71
A 96 3.25       0.60       .228* -.215* -0.060 0.79
C 96 3.96       0.49       .338** -0.049 -0.010 0.138 0.75
O 96 3.62       0.52       0.148 -0.053 0.027 0.085 0.173 0.70
ENG 91 4.14       0.68       .325** 0.077 .263* .211* .406** 0.042 0.97
AL 91 3.63       0.73       0.169 -0.045 0.058 .297** .213* -0.049 .364** 0.92
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 4.1 shows that honesty-humility is significantly correlated with agreeableness (r = 
.23, p < .05), conscientiousness (r = .34, p < .05), and engagement (r = .32, p < .01). Authentic 
leadership was found to be significantly correlated with agreeableness (r = .30, p < .01), 
conscientiousness (r = .21, p < .05), and engagement (r = .36, p < .01). The correlation table 
shows that four of the six dimensions of the HEXACO framework – honesty-humility (H; r = 
.32, p < .01), extraversion (X; r = .26, p < .05), agreeableness (A; r = .21, p < .05), and 
conscientiousness (C; r = .41, p < .01) – are significantly related to engagement. The relationship 
between conscientiousness and engagement was the strongest correlation. This result is in line 
with previous studies that have demonstrated that personality traits are related to employee 
engagement (Inceoglu & Warr, 2011).  
Honesty-humility (H) was not significantly correlated with emotionality (E), extraversion 
(X), and openness to experience (O). Additionally, honesty-humility (H) was not significantly 
correlated with authentic leadership (r = .17, ns). This result is consistent with the Harman single 
factor test and provides additional evidence that these results are not due to common source 
variance. 
4.2 Direct Effect: Honesty-humility and Engagement 
Hypothesis 1 states that there is a positive relationship between honesty-humility and 
employee engagement. The correlation matrix shows that there is a statistically significant 
positive relationship between honesty-humility and engagement (r = .32; p < .01). In addition to 
the correlation matrix, a linear regression model was used to test this hypothesis. In the 
regression model, honesty-humility is the independent variable and engagement is the dependent 
variable. Results show that this model is statistically significant and that 9.5% of the variance in 
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engagement can be explained by honesty-humility (Adjusted R2 = .095, p < .01). The 
standardized beta (b) for honesty-humility is .40 (p < .05). Therefore, hypothesis 1 was 
supported based on results from the correlation matrix as well as from the regression analysis. 
Detailed results of the regression analyses are presented in table 4.2. 
Table 4.2. Linear Regression Results 
 
4.3 Moderating Effects: Authentic Leadership 
Hypothesis 2 proposed that authentic leadership would moderate the relationship between 
honesty-humility and engagement. More specifically, hypothesis 2 suggests that authentic 
leadership would strengthen the relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. Thus, 
hypothesis 2 predicted that authentic leadership would enhance the relationship between 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 0.325 0.105 0.095 0.64359 2.196
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 4.339 1 4.339 10.475 0.002
Residual 36.864 89 0.414
Total 41.203 90
Standardized Coefficients
β Std. Error β
1 (Constant) 2.633 0.471 5.592 0.000
H 0.404 0.125 0.325 3.237 0.002
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 3.520 4.569 4.141 0.220 91
Residual -2.702 1.076 0.000 0.640 91
Std. Predicted Value -2.825 1.953 0.000 1.000 91
Std. Residual -4.198 1.672 0.000 0.994 91
Residual Statistics
a Dependent Variable: ENG
Coefficients
Unstandardized Coefficients t Sig.Model
a Dependent Variable: ENG
Model Summary
a Predictors: (Constant), H
b Dependent Variable: ENG
ANOVA
a Dependent Variable: ENG
b Predictors: (Constant), H
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honesty-humility and engagement. Hayes (2013, p. 208) argues that “identifying a moderator of 
an effect helps to establish the boundary conditions of an effect or the circumstances, stimuli, or 
type of people for which the effect is large versus small, present versus absent, positive versus 
negative, and so forth.”  
Hypothesis 2 was tested using the process add-on feature on SPSS developed by Hayes 
(2013), which tests the statistical significance of the overall model, the statistical significance of 
each variable and the levels where the moderator is statistically significant. Before running this 
regression, I chose to center the mean of the variables. Mean centering refers to “the process of 
transforming a variable into deviations around a fixed point” (Field, 2013, p. 399). This practice 
is recommended because it makes the coefficients for the different levels of the interaction term 
interpretable (Field, 2013). Table 4.3 depicts the detailed results from the test of the interaction 
term using the Process (Hayes, 2013) functionality in SPSS. 
Table 4.4. Linear Regression Results Including the Interaction Term 
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These results indicate that the model is statistically significant at a p < .01 level, and that 
23.5% (Adjusted R2 = .235) of the variance in engagement can be explained by honesty-
humility, authentic leadership, and the interaction term (honesty-humility * authentic leadership).  
Adding authentic leadership and the interaction term to the model led to an increase in the 
percentage of the effect explained by the predictors, since the adjusted R-squared was .095 when 
only honesty-humility was considered as the independent variable.  When examining the 
statistical significance of the effect of each variable on employee engagement, the results show 
that authentic leadership is significant at a p < .01 level and honesty-humility is significant at a p 
< .05 level. However, p-value for the interaction term was .06.  
If I was to strictly apply the p < .05 criteria, I would have to immediately rule hypothesis 
2 as not supported. However, previous studies have argued that following the p < .05 criteria 
Model = 1 Sample size Outcome: ENG
Y = ENG 91
X = H
M = AL
R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p
0.485 0.235 0.362 8.905 3.000 87.000 0.000
Model coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4.162 0.064 64.912 0.000 4.035 4.290
AL 0.270 0.089 3.042 0.003 0.094 0.446
H 0.301 0.120 2.508 0.014 0.062 0.539
int_1 -0.323 0.171 -1.893 0.062 -0.662 0.016
 int_1    H           X     AL
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
int_1 0.032 3.582 1.000 87.000 0.062
NOTE: The following variables were mean centered prior to analysis: H  AL
NOTE: Some cases were deleted due to missing data.  The number of such cases was: 9
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95
Model Summary
Product terms key:
R-square increase due to interaction(s):
AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG HONESTY-HUMILITY, AUTHENTIC LEADERSHIP AND EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 
 79 
strictly could lead to errors in the interpretation of the results, which would in turn lead to 
mistaken conclusions. For instance, McClelland and Judd (1993) argue that it is acceptable to use 
a higher tolerance in the p-value criteria for moderators in field studies (p < .10). McClelland and 
Judd (1993) maintain that field studies have more “noise” than experiments conducted in 
controlled settings and that this increased noise affects the ability to identify reliable effects. 
Additionally, errors in measuring the independent variables are exacerbated when they are 
combined in the interaction term. Finally, theoretical constraints on the nature of the interaction 
in field studies limit the magnitude of the moderator regression coefficient (McClelland & Judd, 
1993). Therefore, McClelland and Judd (1993, p. 397) suggest that “obvious methods for 
increasing statistical power are to accept higher rates of Type I errors or to increase the number 
of observations.”  
Similarly, Pedhazur (1982) recommends adopting a more liberal p-value for moderated 
regressions. Podsakoff (1993) followed these guidelines while testing for the moderating effects 
of substitutes for leadership. Likewise, Whittington (1997) followed the arguments presented by 
Pedhazur (1982) and McClelland & Judd (1993), and relaxed the .05 level of significance to .10, 
while examining the moderating effects of substitutes for leadership in his field study. Following 
these guidelines, the statistical significance of hypothesis 2 was examined based on a p-value < 
.10.  
While I have concluded that the interaction term is statistically significant, hypothesis 2 
was not supported. Hypothesis 2 anticipated that authentic leadership would enhance the 
relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. In statistical terms, support for this 
hypothesis would be obtained if the coefficient for the interaction term was both positive and 
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significant. Although the interaction term was statistically significant (p < .10), the direction was 
opposite of what was expected. This result suggests that rather than functioning as an enhancer 
of the relationship between honesty-humility and engagement, it appears that authentic 
leadership functions as a substitute (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). 
Moderators can be categorized as neutralizers, enhancers and substitutes. Although this 
conceptualization was presented in the context of moderators to the relationship between 
leadership styles and organizational outcomes, it can be extended to other types of relationships. 
Neutralizers are moderators that make it effectively impossible for the antecedent to impact the 
outcome variable (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). Enhancers are moderators that augment the 
relationships between the antecedent and the outcome (Howell et al., 1986). Ultimately, 
“enhancers and neutralizers are two varieties of the same basic type of moderator” (Howell et al., 
1986: 89).  
Finally, substitutes are moderators that make the relationship between the antecedent 
variable and the outcome “not only impossible but also unnecessary” (Kerr & Jermier, 1978, p. 
396). In order for a moderator to qualify as a substitute, it must meet three criteria. First, there 
must be a logical reason why the antecedent variable and the potential substitute (moderator) 
should impact the outcome variable. If the logical reason is not present, the substitute effect 
could be rendered as spurious. Second, the potential substitute must be a neutralizer-moderator; 
at certain levels of the moderator it must weaken the antecedent variable’s effect on the outcome 
variable. Lastly, the potential substitute must have an important impact on the outcome, where 
increasing levels of the substitute leads to higher outcome levels. This condition is what 
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distinguishes substitutes from neutralizers (Howell et al., 1986). “Strong substitutes result in 
lower antecedent impact but higher outcome levels” (Howell et al., 1986, p. 93).  
In the context of this study, I expected authentic leadership to function as an enhancing 
moderator of the relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. However, the results 
indicate that authentic leadership is functioning as a substitute in this sample. To confirm the 
substitute effect, I examined the results of the conditional effect of honesty-humility on 
engagement at different levels of authentic leadership. Table 4.4 depicts the detailed results for 
the statistical significance of the relationship between honesty-humility and engagement at 
different levels of authentic leadership.  
Table 4.3. Conditional effect of X on Y at values of the moderator(s) – Honesty-Humility 
 
Table 4.4 shows the results for three different regressions that have honesty-humility as 
the independent variable and engagement as the dependent variable. The first regression 
considers low levels of authentic leadership. The second regression depicts the scenario when 
authentic leadership is average, and the third one considers high levels of authentic leadership. 
These regression results can be interpreted as any other regression, where the effect represents 
the coefficient (b) of the independent variable (honesty-humility) and its statistical significance 
AL Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
Low -0.733 0.537 0.159 3.383 0.001 0.222 0.853
Average 0.000 0.301 0.120 2.508 0.014 0.062 0.539
High 0.733 0.064 0.187 0.342 0.733 -0.307 0.435
Values for dichotomous moderators are the two values of the moderator. 
NOTE: The following variables were mean centered prior to analysis: H  AL
NOTE: Some cases were deleted due to missing data.  The number of such cases was: 9
Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output: 95
Conditional effect of X on Y at values of the moderator(s):
Values for quantitative moderators are the mean and plus/minus one SD from mean. 
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(p-value). Therefore, when authentic leadership is low, the coefficient (b) for honesty-humility is 
statistically significant (b = .53; p < .01). Similarly, when authentic leadership is average, the 
coefficient (b) for honesty-humility is statistically significant (b = .30; p < .01). Interestingly, 
when authentic leadership is high, the coefficient (b) for honesty-humility is .06 and it is not 
statistically significant (p = .73). This means that the relationship between honesty-humility and 
engagement is statistically significant only when authentic leadership is low. 
Another way to visualize the impact of different levels of authentic leadership on the 
relationship between honesty-humility and engagement is through a graphic slope analysis. 
Figure 4.1 depicts the slops for different levels of authentic leadership.  
Figure 4.1. Impact of honesty-humility on engagement at different levels of authentic 
leadership 
 
The chart shows that when authentic leadership is low and moderate, the relationship 



















Low AL Moderate AL High ALCondition:
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authentic leadership behaviors, individual’s traits have a stronger impact on predicting their level 
of engagement. The results of this slope analysis are consistent with the three regression 
equations conducted based on the levels of authentic leadership. 
In order to observe the impact of different levels of authentic leadership on the 
relationship between honesty-humility and engagement, I also applied the Johnson-Neyman 
technique (Johnson & Fay, 1949). This technique gives a different approach to the simple slopes 
presented in Table 4.3. It provides a broader range of levels of the moderator and allows for the 
identification of the level where the main effect shifts from significant to non-significant. Table 
4.4 shows the result for the Johnson-Neyman technique, where for this sample, when authentic 
leadership is higher than 3.85 in a 5-point scale, the relationship between honesty-humility and 
engagement stops being statistically significant, at a p < .05 level.  
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Table 4.4. Johnson-Neyman Technique 
 
 
Summarizing, although the interaction term was statistically significant at a justifiable 
relaxed p-level (p < .07), hypothesis 2 was still not supported since the interaction term was 
negative rather than the hypothesized positive direction. The results of three separate techniques 
– conditional effect, slope analysis, and the Johnson-Neyman – indicate that instead of 
functioning as an enhancer of the relationship between honesty-humility and engagement, 
authentic leadership appears to substitute for honesty-humility. 
Value % below % above
3.7803 53.8462 46.1538
AL Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
1.1667 1.0954 0.4180 2.6205 0.0104 0.2646 1.9263
1.3583 1.0335 0.3868 2.6723 0.0090 0.2648 1.8023
1.5500 0.9717 0.3558 2.7311 0.0076 0.2645 1.6788
1.7417 0.9098 0.3251 2.7983 0.0063 0.2636 1.5560
1.9333 0.8479 0.2949 2.8752 0.0051 0.2617 1.4340
2.1250 0.7860 0.2653 2.9630 0.0039 0.2588 1.3133
2.3167 0.7241 0.2365 3.0624 0.0029 0.2541 1.1941
2.5083 0.6622 0.2088 3.1719 0.0021 0.2473 1.0772
2.7000 0.6004 0.1828 3.2846 0.0015 0.2371 0.9637
2.8917 0.5385 0.1593 3.3809 0.0011 0.2219 0.8550
3.0833 0.4766 0.1395 3.4162 0.0010 0.1993 0.7539
3.2750 0.4147 0.1253 3.3101 0.0014 0.1657 0.6637
3.4667 0.3528 0.1186 2.9745 0.0038 0.1171 0.5886
3.6583 0.2909 0.1208 2.4094 0.0181 0.0509 0.5309
3.7803 0.2516 0.1266 1.9876 0.0500 0.0000 0.5031
3.8500 0.2290 0.1313 1.7449 0.0845 -0.0319 0.4900
4.0417 0.1672 0.1484 1.1265 0.2630 -0.1278 0.4621
4.2333 0.1053 0.1701 0.6188 0.5377 -0.2329 0.4434
4.4250 0.0434 0.1950 0.2226 0.8244 -0.3441 0.4309
4.6167 -0.0185 0.2218 -0.0833 0.9338 -0.4594 0.4225
4.8083 -0.0804 0.2501 -0.3213 0.7487 -0.5775 0.4168
5.0000 -0.1423 0.2794 -0.5092 0.6119 -0.6975 0.4130
Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s)




********************* JOHNSON-NEYMAN TECHNIQUE **************************
**************************************************************************
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Hypothesis 2 anticipated that authentic leadership would enhance the relationship 
between honesty-humility and engagement. Thus, hypothesis 2 was not confirmed, instead 
findings show that authentic leadership functions as a substitute for honesty-humility. These 
results demonstrate that engagement is influenced by both individual characteristics (personality 
traits) and situational factors (authentic leadership). Regression analyses showed that honesty-
humility has a direct positive relationship with engagement (supporting hypothesis 1). 
Additionally, authentic leadership has significant positive relationship with engagement.  
Although hypothesis 2 was not supported, interesting findings emerged from this study. 
Results showed that authentic leadership operates as a substitute for honesty-humility in 
enhancing employee engagement. These results indicate that the relationship between honesty-
humility and engagement is statistically significant only when levels of authentic leadership are 
moderate or low. Thus, honesty-humility is significantly related to engagement only when high 
levels of authentic leadership behavior are not present. 
4.4 Post hoc Analyses 
In addition to testing the hypothesis presented in this study, some post hoc analyses were 
performed to provide a deeper understanding of the results. Specifically, I examined the data to 
determine if there were any differences based on subsample, gender, or generational cohort. I did 
additional post hoc analyses on the other personality traits measured using the HEXACO 
instrument. The next session presents the findings from these analyses. 
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4.4.1 Mean Comparison 
 4.4.1.1 Mean Comparison by Sub-sample 
In this study, data was collected from three subsamples from two different countries that 
were combined into one sample that was used to test the hypotheses. To gain a better 
understanding of the variations between sub-samples, I compared the means of the study 
variables between the two countries. Because of the small size of each sub-sample, these results 
should be interpreted with a great deal of caution. Table 4.5 presents the results of the mean 
comparison between the samples from Brazil and U.S. Considering the six dimensions of 
personality traits (HEXACO), authentic leadership, and engagement, very little difference was 
identified between the sub-samples. One exception was agreeableness, which was significantly 
different when compared between U.S. and Brazil (𝑥US = 3.32, sUS = .62; 𝑥BR = 3.06, sBR = .50).  
Table 4.5. Mean Comparison Between U.S. and Brazil 
 
4.4.1.2 Mean Comparison by Gender 
 Similarly, I compared the results for all variables in this study according to the 
participants’ reported gender. Table 4.6 presents the detailed results for the man comparison by 
gender. Amongst all variables, the only significant difference was in the emotionality dimension 
of personality traits (𝑥M = 2.7, sM = .51; 𝑥F = 3.3, sF = .51). This result is consistent with 
Items Sample 1 Mean 1 N 1 Std. Dev 1 Sample 2 Mean 2 N 2 Std. Dev 2 t-test result
H U.S. Sample 3.69       73 0.56            Brazil Sample 3.85       23 0.45            1.3749    not significantly different
E U.S. Sample 2.92       73 0.58            Brazil Sample 3.04       23 0.60            0.8488    not significantly different
X U.S. Sample 3.72       73 0.49            Brazil Sample 3.90       23 0.42            1.7424    not significantly different
A U.S. Sample 3.32       73 0.62            Brazil Sample 3.06       23 0.50            2.0263    significantly different
C U.S. Sample 3.98       73 0.50            Brazil Sample 3.87       23 0.46            1.0120    not significantly different
O U.S. Sample 3.60       73 0.55            Brazil Sample 3.68       23 0.38            0.7691    not significantly different
ENG U.S. Sample 4.10       68 0.70            Brazil Sample 4.25       23 0.60            0.9580    not significantly different
AL U.S. Sample 3.60       68 0.76            Brazil Sample 3.72       23 0.64            0.7575    not significantly different
U.S. SAMPLE vs. Brazil SAMPLE
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previous findings (Lee & Ashton, 2012, Meskelis & Whittington, 2016). The fact that there was 
no significant difference in the scores for honesty-humility between male and female participants 
was surprising. Previous studies have consistently shown that women tend to have a higher score 
in honesty-humility than men (Lee & Ashton, 2012), however this was not the case in the sample 
used for this study. 
Table 4.6. Mean Comparison Between Genders 
 
4.4.1.3 Mean Comparison by Generation 
 Additionally, I examined the results for the variables in this study broken down by 
generation. This sample included individuals from three generation groups – baby boomers (born 
1946 - 1964), generation X (born 1965 – 1981), and millennials (born 1982 – 2000).  Because of 
the small size of the sample in the generation categories, these results should be interpreted with 
a great deal of caution. Overall, there were not significant differences between the different 
generational groups, except for engagement, honesty-humility, and openness. Results showed a 
statistically significant difference between levels of honesty-humility among baby-boomers and 
generation X (𝑥BB = 4.4, sBB = .37; 𝑥GX = 4.0, sGX = .74). Additionally, honesty-humility was 
significantly different between baby boomers and millennials (𝑥BB = 3.9, sBB = .48; 𝑥M = 3.7, sM 
= .50). Baby boomers were higher on honesty-humility than individuals from generation X and 
millennials. Additionally, openness to experience was significantly different between baby 
Items Sample 1 Mean 1 N 1 Std. Dev 1 Sample 2 Mean 2 N 2 Std. Dev 2 t-test result
H Male 3.77       57 0.50            Female 3.70       35 0.61            0.5660    not significantly different
E Male 2.73       57 0.51            Female 3.34       35 0.51            5.5545    significantly different
X Male 3.71       57 0.49            Female 3.85       35 0.48            1.3614    not significantly different
A Male 3.34       57 0.64            Female 3.10       35 0.54            1.9401    not significantly different
C Male 3.98       57 0.49            Female 4.00       35 0.44            0.1777    not significantly different
O Male 3.62       57 0.51            Female 3.65       35 0.55            0.2639    not significantly different
ENG Male 4.08       57 0.70            Female 4.25       34 0.63            1.1833    not significantly different
AL Male 3.63       57 0.78            Female 3.62       34 0.65            0.1016    not significantly different
Male vs. Female
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boomers and millennials (𝑥BB = 3.8, sBB = .39; 𝑥M = 3.5, sM = .51). Moreover, baby boomers 
presented the highest score on engagement, followed by millennials and generation X (𝑥BB = 
4.39, sBB = .47;	𝑥GX = 4.04, sGX = .74; 𝑥M = 4.13, sM = .67). In summary, millennials scored the 
highest in perception of authentic leadership, followed by baby boomers and generation X. For 
engagement, baby boomers scored the highest followed by millennials and generation X. Lastly, 
on honesty-humility, baby boomers scored the highest followed by generation X and millennials. 
Table 4.7 presents the detailed results for the mean comparison. 
Table 4.7. Mean Comparison Between Generation 
 
Items Sample 1 Mean 1 N 1 Std. Dev 1 Sample 2 Mean 2 N 2 Std. Dev 2 t-test result
H Baby Boomers 3.95       18 0.48            Generation X 3.73       42 0.50            1.6351    not significantly different
E Baby Boomers 2.91       18 0.69            Generation X 2.89       42 0.56            0.0814    not significantly different
X Baby Boomers 3.85       18 0.43            Generation X 3.76       42 0.53            0.7078    not significantly different
A Baby Boomers 3.21       18 0.53            Generation X 3.16       42 0.65            0.3366    not significantly different
C Baby Boomers 3.97       18 0.54            Generation X 4.00       42 0.50            0.1855    not significantly different
O Baby Boomers 3.81       18 0.39            Generation X 3.66       42 0.56            1.1609    not significantly different
ENG Baby Boomers 4.39       18 0.47            Generation X 4.04       42 0.74            2.1709    significantly different
AL Baby Boomers 3.55       18 0.60            Generation X 3.53       42 0.81            0.0720    not significantly different
Items Sample 1 Mean 1 N 1 Std. Dev 1 Sample 2 Mean 2 N 2 Std. Dev 2 t-test result
H Baby Boomers 3.95       18 0.48            Millennials 3.64       32 0.61            1.9754    significantly different
E Baby Boomers 2.91       18 0.69            Millennials 3.09       32 0.57            0.9369    not significantly different
X Baby Boomers 3.85       18 0.43            Millennials 3.73       32 0.47            0.9110    not significantly different
A Baby Boomers 3.21       18 0.53            Millennials 3.39       32 0.61            1.1033    not significantly different
C Baby Boomers 3.97       18 0.54            Millennials 3.98       32 0.38            0.0646    not significantly different
O Baby Boomers 3.81       18 0.39            Millennials 3.49       32 0.51            2.4302    significantly different
ENG Baby Boomers 4.39       18 0.47            Millennials 4.13       31 0.67            1.5693    not significantly different
AL Baby Boomers 3.55       18 0.60            Millennials 3.81       31 0.68            1.3901    not significantly different
Items Sample 1 Mean 1 N 1 Std. Dev 1 Sample 2 Mean 2 N 2 Std. Dev 2 t-test result
H Generation X 3.73       42 0.50            Millennials 3.64       32 0.61            0.6487    not significantly different
E Generation X 2.89       42 0.56            Millennials 3.09       32 0.57            1.4699    not significantly different
X Generation X 3.76       42 0.53            Millennials 3.73       32 0.47            0.2372    not significantly different
A Generation X 3.16       42 0.65            Millennials 3.39       32 0.61            1.5986    not significantly different
C Generation X 4.00       42 0.50            Millennials 3.98       32 0.38            0.1797    not significantly different
O Generation X 3.66       42 0.56            Millennials 3.49       32 0.51            1.3230    not significantly different
ENG Generation X 4.04       42 0.74            Millennials 4.13       31 0.67            0.5323    not significantly different
AL Generation X 3.53       42 0.81            Millennials 3.81       31 0.68            1.5645    not significantly different
Baby Boomers vs. Generation X
Baby Boomers vs. Millennials
Generation X vs. Millennials
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4.4.2 The Engaged Personality 
 Previous studies have consistently identified conscientiousness and extraversion 
as the personality traits most strongly related to engagement (Kim et al., 2009; Inceoglu & Warr, 
2011; Handa & Gulati, 2014; Akhtar et al., 2015; Scheepers et al., 2016). As a post hoc analysis I 
considered a regression analysis that would take into account all six dimensions from the 
HEXACO framework. Based on the correlation matrix presented on Table 4.1, conscientiousness 
(r = .40, p < .01), honesty-humility (r = .32, p < .01), extraversion (r = .26, p < .05), and 
agreeableness (r = .21, p < .05) were significantly correlated with engagement. However, based 
on the regression model, only conscientiousness (b = .33, p < .01), honesty-humility (b = .20, p < 
.05), and extraversion (b = .28, p < .01) remained significantly related to engagement. Table 4.8 
depicts the regression results for each of the trait dimensions.  
Taken together, these results indicate that the cluster of conscientiousness, extraversion, 
and honesty-humility may represent the personality profile of engaged employees. In both the 
preliminary correlation analysis and the subsequent regression analyses, conscientiousness has 
the strongest relationship with engagement, followed by honesty-humility and extraversion. 
These results show that the combination of high levels of honesty-humility, conscientiousness, 
and extraversion are significantly related to high levels of engagement and may indicate the 
presence of an engaged personality. 
Table 4.8. Regression Results by Trait – The Engaged Personality 
 
R Square Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change
1 0.565 0.319 0.271 0.57785 0.319 6.566 6 84 0 2.238
Durbin-Watson
Model Summary
Change StatisticsStd. Error of the 
Estimate
Adjusted R SquareR SquareRModel
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4.4.3 The Relationship Between Authentic Leadership and Other Traits of the 
Engaged Personality 
In order to better understand the extent of the substitute effect of authentic leadership on 
the relationship between personality traits and engagement, I replicated the moderated regression 
model used to test hypothesis 2 to the two other traits found in the engaged personality: 
extraversion and conscientiousness. Results of the two analyses indicate that authentic leadership 
does not moderate the relationship between these two traits and engagement. The following 
sections present detailed results for each one of the models. 
4.4.3.1 Extraversion 
  The first model considered extraversion as the independent variable, authentic 
leadership as the moderator, and engagement as the dependent variable. This analysis was done 
using the process add-on feature on SPSS developed by Hayes (2013), which tests the statistical 
significance of the overall model, the statistical significance of each variable and the levels 
where the moderator is statistically significant. Results for this model showed that the model that 
considers extraversion as the independent variable, authentic leadership as the moderator, and 
engagement as the outcome, is statistically significant (p < .01) with an R-squared of .206. This 
means that 20.7% of the variance in engagement can be explained by the combination of 
Independent Variable Outcome ! p-value Result
Honesty-humility (H) 0.203 0.042 Significant
Emotionality (E) 0.143 0.125 Not Significant
Extraversion (X) 0.284 0.002 Significant
Agreeableness (A) 0.160 0.095 Not Significant
Conscientiousness (C) 0.334 0.001 Significant
Openness (O) -0.460 0.619 Not Significant
Engagement
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extraversion, authentic leadership, and the interaction term (extraversion * authentic leadership). 
Considering each one of the variables separately, authentic leadership was significant (b = .31, p 
< .01) as well as extraversion (b = .38, p < .01). Similar to the model depicted in hypothesis 2, 
the interaction term presented a negative coefficient and was not statistically significant (b = -
.25, p = .19). Table 4.9 depicts the detailed results for the regression model. 
Table 4.9. Regression Results for Extraversion, Authentic Leadership and Engagement 
 
 
To evaluate the effect of extraversion on engagement at different levels of authentic 
leadership, I examined the results for the simple slopes. Table 4.10 presents the results for the 
slope analysis and Figure 4.2 shows these results in graphic terms. Figure 4.2 illustrates the 
slopes and shows that differently from what was observed in Figure 4.1, the slopes for the 









R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p
0.4549 0.2069 0.376         7.566      3 87 0.0001
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4.1459 0.064         64.404    0 4.0179 4.2738
AL 0.3113 0.089         3.510      0.0007 0.135 0.4875
X 0.3769 0.136         2.777      0.0067 0.1071 0.6467
int_1 -0.2577 0.196         (1.315)     0.192 -0.647 0.1318
Product terms key:
int_1 X x AL
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
int_1 0.0158 1.729         1.000      87 0.192
R-square increase due to interaction(s):
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almost parallel. This signals that authentic leadership does not moderate the relationship between 
extraversion and engagement. 
 
Table 4.10. Conditional effect of X on Y at values of the moderator(s) – Extraversion 
 




Lastly, I replicated the same test considering conscientiousness as the independent 
variable. Results for this model showed that it is statistically significant (p < .01) with an R-
squared of .259, which means that 25.9% of the variance in engagement can be explained by the 
combination of conscientiousness, authentic leadership, and the interaction term 
Conditional effect of X on Y at values of the moderator(s):
AL Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
-0.7331 0.5658 0.219         2.582      0.0115 0.1302 1.0014
0 0.3769 0.136         2.777      0.0067 0.1071 0.6467
0.7331 0.1881 0.174         1.084      0.2813 -0.157 0.5329
Values for dichotomous moderators are the two values of the moderator.
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(conscientiousness * authentic leadership). Considering each one of the variables, authentic 
leadership was significant (b = .26, p < .01) as well as conscientiousness (b = .49, p < .01). 
Similar to the model depicted in hypothesis 2, the interaction term presented a negative 
coefficient and was not statistically significant (b = -.21, p = .20). Table 4.11 depicts the detailed 
results for the regression model. 
Table 4.11. Regression Results for Conscientiousness, Authentic Leadership and 
Engagement 
 
To evaluate the effect of conscientiousness on engagement at different levels of authentic 
leadership, I examined the results for the simple slopes. Table 4.12 presents the results for the 
slope analysis and Figure 4.3 shows these results in graphic terms. Following the sample pattern 
identified the previous analyses, authentic leadership did not moderate the relationship between 
conscientiousness and engagement. This result was confirmed by both the p-value for the 









R R-sq MSE F df1 df2 p
0.5094 0.2595 0.351         10.160    3 87 0.0000
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4.1564 0.063         65.666    0.0000 4.0306 4.2822
AL 0.2646 0.087         3.035      0.0032 0.0913 0.4379
C 0.4915 0.136         3.604      0.0005 0.2205 0.7626
int_1 -0.2184 0.171         (1.281)     0.2036 -0.557 0.1205
Product terms key:
int_1 C x AL
R2-chng F df1 df2 p
int_1 0.014 1.641         1.000      87 0.2036
R-square increase due to interaction(s):
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Conditional effect of X on Y at values of the moderator(s):
AL Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
-0.7331 0.6516 0.182         3.581      0.0006 0.2900 1.0133
0 0.4915 0.136         3.604      0.0005 0.2205 0.7626
0.7331 0.3314 0.188         1.763      0.0814 -0.042 0.7051
Values for quantitative moderators are the mean and plus/minus one SD from mean.
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE, LIMITATIONS, AND 
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
5.1 Discussion 
The primary purpose of this dissertation was to examine the relationship between 
individual differences and employee engagement. More specifically, this study looked into the 
impact of one personality trait – honesty-humility – on employee engagement. The study of 
honesty-humility has attracted a growing interest among academic researchers, however, the 
impact of this trait on organizational outcomes is still in its early stages of investigation. 
Honesty-humility, as a personality trait, encompasses four facets: sincerity, fairness, greed 
avoidance, and modesty (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Individuals with high levels of honesty-humility 
are described as ethical, honest, loyal, fair, sincere, and having a low sense of entitlement 
(Ashton & Lee, 2007). In this study, I hypothesized that employees with high levels of honesty-
humility would be more engaged with their work. Being disengaged from work means that one is 
not fully embracing their job. A work relationship is based on an agreement where one provides 
time dedicated to the work while the other provides a financial compensation for the work that 
was done. When an employee is disengaged from work and still being financially compensated 
for it, this can be perceived as taking advantage of the organization or being dishonest.  
Although personality is a factor that influences employee engagement (Inceoglu & Warr, 
2011), situational factors may moderate the impact of personality traits on individuals’ levels of 
engagement with their work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). For instance, negative leadership, such 
as abusive and uncivil supervision, weakens individuals’ natural tendencies of being engaged 
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(Sulea et al., 2012). In this study, I examined the impact of authentic leadership on the 
relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. Authentic leaders are perceived as 
trustworthy and altruistic individuals, who inspire followers to replicate the same behaviors 
(Luthans & Avolio, 2003). Authentic leaders are true to themselves and develop their team 
without having to coerce or persuade their employees. Followers of authentic leaders are inspired 
to replicate the authentic leader’s set of behaviors, values, and beliefs (Luthans & Avolio, 2003). 
Previous research has found that authentic leadership is positively related to engagement (Hassan 
& Ahmed, 2011). 
The first hypothesis of this study anticipated a direct positive relationship between 
honesty-humility and engagement. The second hypothesis stated that authentic leadership would 
enhance the relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. To test these hypotheses, a 
field study with three sub-samples was conducted. The data was analyzed through a set of 
correlation and regression analyses. Although the hypotheses emphasized honesty-humility, 
measures of five additional personality traits were collected, using the HEXACO framework 
developed by Lee and Ashton (2012). The HEXACO framework encompasses six dimensions of 
personality: honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and 
openness to experience. Figure 5.1 depicts the model that was examined in this study. 
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This model suggests that both employee personality traits and leadership characteristics 
impact employee’s levels of engagement. This is consistent with the idea that engagement is 
affected by both individual and organizational factors (Macey & Schneider, 2008). Previous 
studies have demonstrated that engagement is directly related to personality traits, such as, 
extraversion, and conscientiousness (Inceoglu & Warr, 2011). Recently, Meskelis and 
Whittington (2016) examined the correlation between honesty-humility and employee 
engagement. They reported a significant positive correlation between the two variables. Meskelis 
and Whittington (2016) argue that individuals who score high in honesty-humility tend to be 
committed to honesty and loyalty in every dimension of their life, which in turn leads them to 
bringing their complete selves - emotionally, physically, and cognitively – to work. These 
individuals would perceive that by not fully embracing their jobs, such as showing up for work 
but being mentally absent, these employees would be acting in a dishonest manner. This study 
contributes to the existing body of knowledge by extending the understanding of how the 
personality trait honesty-humility impacts engagement. 
In addition to the individual factors, this research also examined how the authentic 
leadership behavior of a manager may impact the relationship between personality traits and 
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personality may impact engagement, leaders are a crucial part of creating a positive environment 
in organizations where people can flourish and thrive (Cameron, 2012; Schein, 2010). In this 
research, I explored the impact of honesty-humility on engagement in relation to the leadership 
characteristics of the employee’s immediate supervisor. 
Results from this study showed that honesty-humility is positively related to employee 
engagement. This result confirms findings from previous studies. The positive relationship 
between honesty-humility and engagement is in line with what is expected from individuals with 
high levels of honesty-humility. These individuals are described as loyal, trustworthy, honest, 
and sincere. Showing up for work but being mentally, physically, or emotionally absent, can be 
perceived by these individuals as acting in a dishonest matter. Because of their personality 
characteristics, employees with high levels of honesty-humility have a natural tendency to fully 
embrace their jobs and to be fully engaged with their work. 
Expanding the analysis to the other personality traits that were measured in this study, the 
correlation analysis showed that engagement is significantly related to honesty-humility, 
conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness. The regression analysis confirmed that three 
traits – honesty-humility, extraversion, and conscientiousness – are positively related to 
engagement.  
These results demonstrate that personality matters when it comes to employee 
engagement. Because of their personality traits, some employees have an innate tendency to be 
engaged with their work. We can say that these employees bring engagement to work with them. 
They will be engaged regardless of the context or the behaviors of managers. Previous studies 
have identified conscientiousness (Kim et al., 2009) and extraversion (Handa & Gulati, 2014) as 
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being strongly related to engagement. Findings from this study add honesty-humility to the 
cluster of personality traits that directly impact engagement. The combination of high levels of 
extraversion, conscientiousness, and honesty-humility encompass the characteristics that lead to 
an “engaged personality”. 
Individuals who carry the characteristics present in the “engaged personality” are often 
described as organized, self-disciplined, hard-working, efficient, careful, precise, outgoing, 
lively, sociable, talkative, cheerful, active, confident, sincere, honest, faithful, loyal, modest, and 
ethical (Ashton & Lee, 2012).  
Ashton and Lee (2012) suggest a cluster that represents what they call “engagement and 
endeavor.” In their conceptualization, such person would have high levels of openness, 
conscientiousness, and extraversion. Lee and Ashton (2012) argue that individuals with high 
levels of openness to experience have a natural tendency to engage in idea-related endeavors. 
These individuals are more prone to learn, discover, and create more than individuals with low 
levels of openness to experience. 
Looking at another trait, Lee and Ashton (2012) state that individuals with high levels of 
conscientiousness tend to be more engaged with task-related endeavors. These individuals are 
very organized with their time and their surroundings. They tend to work hard through long 
hours while still paying attention to details.  
The third trait addressed by Lee and Ashton (2012) is extraversion. Individuals with high 
levels of extraversion tend to be naturally engaged in social endeavors. These individuals tend to 
feel comfortable stating opinions and leading the group (Lee & Ashton, 2012). Extraverted 
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individuals tend to make friends and be more interactive. They often exert a lot of enthusiasm 
(Lee & Ashton, 2012). 
Although Lee and Ashton (2012) present individual’s engagement preferences, they did 
not examine how people’s personality impacts their engagement with their work. This study 
focused on understanding how personality traits affect individual’s natural tendencies of being 
physically, emotionally, and cognitively engaged with their work. Although those tend to be 
desirable characteristics in employees, organizations cannot, legally, and should not select, hire, 
and promote individuals based solely on their traits. Therefore, while some individuals may be 
engaged regardless of what is or is not present in their work environment, the distribution of 
these engaged types in the general population is not known. Furthermore, organizations cannot 
rely solely on these individual characteristics to create an engaged workforce. Hence, it is 
important to have a variety of organizational practices and leadership skills in place to 
supplement (or enhance) the level of engagement employees bring to their work. 
In addition to personality traits, I also examined the impact of authentic leadership on the 
relationship between honesty-humility and engagement. Authentic leaders are defined as 
genuine, reliable, trustworthy, confident, hopeful, optimistic, resilient, transparent, moral/ethical, 
and future oriented (Luthans & Avolio, 2003). According to Luthans and Avolio (2003), 
authentic leaders are characterized by six factors. First, they are guided by a set of end-values 
that serve as a frame of reference for consistently doing what is right, referred to as “self-
regulation.” Second, authentic leaders attempt to minimize or close the gap between what is said 
and what is done, a concept known as “self-awareness.” They consistently lead by example. 
Third, authentic leaders acknowledge their vulnerabilities and openly discuss them. This 
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transparency contributes to turn vulnerabilities into strengths. Fourth, authentic leaders lead from 
the front, taking the initiative when risk is involved. Through this behavior, authentic leaders 
convey confidence, hope, and optimism. Fifth, authentic leaders perceive that developing 
followers into leaders is as important as leading the team. Finally, authentic leaders have 
established a moral capacity and reputation that allows them to judge underhanded issues and 
dilemmas (Luthans & Avolio, 2003). 
In this study, authentic leadership was shown to have a direct positive and significant 
relationship with employee engagement. This result is consistent with previous research that 
identified the positive impact that the integrity demonstrated by authentic leaders had on 
employee’s levels of engagement (Gardner et al., 2005). Authentic leader’s characteristics, such 
as, integrity, transparency, and consistency, create trust which leads to a sense of psychological 
safety for the followers (Gardner et al., 2005). Psychological safety is an integral antecedent of 
employee engagement. Kahn (1990) defends that three psychological conditions lead to 
engagement: meaningfulness, safety, and availability. Authentic leaders’ behaviors build trust, 
which leads to psychological safety, creating the conditions for employees to be engaged with 
their work. 
Contrary to my expectation that authentic leadership would enhance the relationship 
between honesty-humility and engagement, my results show that authentic leadership actually 
substitutes for honesty-humility. Although these results did not support my hypothesis, this 
finding has significant practical implications: organizations do not have to rely on the “luck of 
the draw,” hoping to hire employees who have an a priori propensity to being engaged to their 
work. Results demonstrated that authentic leadership functions as a substitute for personality 
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traits in the context of engagement. Substitutes are elements that make a certain relationship 
unnecessary (Howell et al., 1986). In this study, I found that individuals with high levels 
honesty-humility have a natural tendency of being engaged with their work. However, since 
authentic leadership functions as a substitute for honesty-humility, this means that in the 
presence of authentic leadership behaviors, an individual’s traits become unnecessary to drive 
higher levels of engagement. In other words, even if an individual does not have an “engaged 
personality,” the presence of authentic leadership behaviors will lead to high levels of 
engagement. Authentic leaders can create a similar positive effect on employee’s level of 
engagement and replace the need for a certain personality type to drive employee engagement.  
This finding extends the list of situational factors that can be leveraged to enhance 
employee engagement. While an individual’s personality matters when it comes to employee 
engagement, previous studies have also identified several ways that organizations can work to 
improve engagement, such as, the human resources value chain (HRVC), and performance 
management systems (Whittington et al., 2017). Performance management systems comprise the 
identification of performance expectations combined with continuous feedback and performance 
evaluation in light of the expectations (Gruman & Saks, 2011; Whittington et al., 2017). 
Similarly, the HRVC is “an integrated set of human resource management practices that 
encompasses the full span of an employee’s tenure with the organization – from recruitment and 
selection all the way to termination” (Whittington et al., 2017, p. 104). The various interactions 
that individuals have with the organization through the HRVC directly impact their level of 
engagement (Whittington et al., 2017). Moreover, individuals observe how their peers are treated 
throughout the HRVC and that also impacts their levels of engagement.  
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While examining the effect of transformational leadership on employee engagement, 
Whittington et al. (2017) found that transformational leaders influence individual’s perception of 
meaningfulness in their work, which in turn, have a positive impact on their levels of 
engagement. Transformational leaders are described as individuals who provide an idealized 
influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration 
(Avolio, 2010). Transformational leaders are also described as individuals who have congruence 
of their words and action, which develops “the credibility and trust followers expect from their 
leaders” (Whittington et al., 2017, p. 36). This is consistent with the results found in this study in 
the context of the impact of authentic leadership on employee engagement.  
Although previous studies have examined the impact of personality traits and leadership 
behaviors on employee engagement, this study was able to identify the substitute effect that 
authentic leadership has on honesty-humility. Findings from this study demonstrate that a 
leader’s behavior not only impacts employee engagement, it replaces the need for a particular 
trait in order to positively impact engagement. 
5.2 Implications for Practice 
The purpose of this study was to address the problem of low levels of engagement, which 
is pervasive in organizations around the world. The findings show that engagement is affected by 
both individual and situational factors. Personality traits drive individuals’ natural tendencies to 
be more or less engaged with their work. These are characteristics that employees bring with 
them to work. While organizational practices may provide a context that leads to enhanced 
engagement, some employees will be engaged regardless of the presence or absence of these 
practices. Obviously, we cannot rely on having a workplace full of those individuals. Therefore, 
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contextual factors, such as, organizational systems (e.g. HRVC, performance management) must 
be in place. In addition to those, results of this study show that the behavior of an employee’s 
direct manager also matters. When leaders exert behaviors that are perceived as authentic 
leadership, the importance of personality traits is not as strong. The results from this study 
indicate that high levels of honesty-humility only matter in the absence of authentic leadership 
behaviors. 
While organizations cannot select and hire their employees based on a single trait, such 
as honesty-humility, findings from this study demonstrate that authentic leadership can impact 
employee’s levels of engagement, when employees do not have high levels of honesty-humility. 
In fact, the presence of authentic leadership behaviors seems to dilute the importance of honesty-
humility when considering engagement. These results demonstrate the magnitude of the 
importance of leader behavior. The results are consistent with Buckingham and Coffman’s 
(1999) contention that employees do not quit companies, they quit managers. Organizations can 
certainly leverage authentic leadership behaviors by training leaders and encouraging them to to 
behave in confident, hopeful, optimistic, transparent, and moral ways. These behaviors can be 
trained and mastered through development programs combined with a culture that reinforces 
such behaviors. While some leaders will have a natural tendency to exert those behaviors, 
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5.3 Limitations 
All research is flawed and limited, and this study is no exception. There are several 
limitations in this study. The first limitation is related to the sample size. It would have been nice 
to have had a larger sample overall, and to have had more participants in the various subsamples 
examined in my post hoc analyses. However, in spite of the limited size, the wide range of 
organizations, roles, and demographics, significantly increases the potential generalizability of 
these findings.  
Although there is a cross-cultural component to this study, my ability to make strong 
claims about these differences is limited by the size of the sub samples. This study considered 
results from Brazil and U.S. Although these countries have significant cultural differences 
(Hofstede, 1983), the mean comparison for the variables in this research revealed very similar 
results. It is possible that individuals from culturally different background, such as Eastern 
cultures, could lead to different outcomes. 
In all studies there are a wide variety of rival hypotheses that could be examined. A 
crucial decision must be made early in the cycle of empirical research to focus on a limited 
number of hypotheses. Of course, this choice becomes a constraint that impacts the entire study. 
For instance, it is possible that honesty-humility could be the moderator of the relationship 
between authentic leadership and employee engagement. It is also possible that other elements, 
such as, meaningfulness, trust, and psychological conditions, mediate the relationship between 
honesty-humility and engagement. However, the purpose of this study was to focus on the direct 
relationship between individual differences and engagement and to examine the impact of only 
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one situational factor – authentic leadership behavior – on this relationship. Future studies should 
examine these other elements. 
The field study method used in this research allowed me to maximize contextual realism 
by studying full-time employees and evaluating specific aspects of their workplace and the 
impact of their personality on engagement. However, because I chose to focus on personality and 
authentic leadership, I intentionally omitted other important factors that previous research 
indicated have a significant impact on the level of employee engagement. Future research should 
examine honesty-humility in the context of a more comprehensive model of antecedents of 
employee engagement. 
5.4 Directions for Future Research 
This research has provided a partial answer to the questions about how individual 
differences impact employee engagement. Specifically, I found support for the idea that 
employees who are characterized by high levels of honesty-humility are more engaged. This 
result, combined with the pot hoc analyses suggest that there may be a combination of 
personality traits (high conscientiousness, high extraversion, and high honesty-humility), that 
may be operationalized as a cluster. I have labeled this cluster of traits as the “engaged 
personality”. Future research should seek to validate this cluster. A potentially viable technique 
for doing this is the fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis that would identify the various 
levels of each trait that are associated with high levels of engagement.  
Additional studies should examine the impact of both honesty-humility and the engaged 
personality cluster in other cultural settings. The results of this study suggest that honesty-
humility and the engaged personality cluster have a main effect on employee engagement. These 
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employees bring engagement to work and may be engaged regardless of their leader behaviors or 
organizational policies and practices. In this study I examined authentic leadership as a potential 
moderator of the main effect in the relationship between personality and engagement. Future 
studies should also examine other factors, such as, the presence of an enriched job, an integrated 
performance management system, or other HR value chain practices in this relationship. 
Although I have considered personality as an independent variable having a main effect 
on employee engagement, individual differences may also moderate the relationships on any 
organizational factors. Previous research has established that both performance management 
systems and HR value chains have a direct impact on the level of employee engagement 
(Whittington et al., 2017). Future research should examine how honesty-humility or the engaged 
personality cluster may moderate these relationships. 
Additionally, we know that the experience of work meaningfulness has a direct and 
positive relationship with employee engagement (Whittington et al., 2017). Future research 
should investigate the role that honesty-humility might have in a model that examines the 
relationship between meaningfulness and engagement. Moreover, while findings from this study 
certainly contribute to the understanding of how personality traits and leadership behavior impact 
engagement, future research should examine personality traits in the context of a broader model 
of employee engagement, including individual and organizational factors.  
Additional research is also needed to expand on understanding of leadership behaviors as 
substitutes for personality traits. In this study, results showed that authentic leadership only 
substitutes for honesty-humility. Future studies could examine how other types of leadership 
behavior interact with individuals’ traits and if they have a similar substitute effect as it was 
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identified in this study. Alternatively, personality traits should be examined as moderators of the 
relationship between leader behavior and employee outcomes. 
The investigation of personality traits, particularly honesty-humility, on employee 
engagement is still in its early stages. There is certainly a need for a deeper understanding of how 
individual characteristics impact engagement. However, future studies should focus on the 
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APPENDIX A 
A1. Invitation Letter to Participants 
As part of my doctoral program, I am working to investigate various factors that 
contribute to employee engagement and I am asking for your assistance. I have designed a brief 
survey that will ask you about your traits, feelings, and perceptions related to the organization 
you work for. It should take approximately 15 minutes to complete this survey. 
Your participation in this study is totally voluntary. All your responses will remain 
confidential. All reporting of the results was aggregated in such a way that no individual was 
identifiable. You may withdraw from this study at any time, either during or after your 
participation, without negative consequences. Should you withdraw, your data was eliminated 
from the study and was destroyed. 
A summary of the data collected in this study was used in my dissertation and may be 
published in subsequent journals and/or books. To participate in our study, please click the 
following link and follow the instructions on the opening page.   
https://udallas.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5hSXeNTfKYhS3Up 
If you decide not to participate in this study for any reason, no explanation or further 
information was required. Thank you for participating in this study and providing thoughtful 
responses to our questions! If you have any questions about this study, please feel free to contact 
me directly through email at smeskelis@udallas.edu. Any questions or concerns regarding your 
rights as a participant can be directed to Dr. Gilbert Garza, IRB Chair, at garza@udallas.edu. 
Simone Meskelis – University of Dallas 
Doctorate Student 
 




B1. Application for Prior Approval of Research 
Name of Instructor(s):  Dr. J. Lee Whittington (Dissertation Chair) 
Dr. Tim Galpin (Committee Member) 
Department: Satish & Yasmin Gupta College of Business 
Course(s): Course(s): DBUA -9697: Dissertation III 
Name(s) of investigator(s): Simone Barreto de Azevedo Meskelis 
Identity of sponsor(s): None 
Source(s) of funding: None 
Objective(s) of research: The purpose of this research is to better understand the impact of 
personality traits on employee engagement. Additionally, this study aims to understand the 
moderating effects of authentic leadership on the relationship between personality traits and 
engagement. 
Begin date of research: 07/07/2017  End date of research: 07/28/2017 
Scope of concrete activities: Students from the University of Dallas was invited to answer to a 
survey related to their individual traits, level of engagement, and perception of their leader. 
Additionally, demographic information, such as gender, age, tenure, education level, and area of 
work was asked.  
General identification of the subjects of research: Graduate students from the University of 
Dallas. All participants are adults and are capable of providing informed consent to participate in 
this research. 
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Specific investigational techniques to be used: The investigation was done solely through 
online survey.  
How the results of the research are expected to be published or otherwise disseminated or 
used: The results are expected to support a dissertation that is part of a Doctorate in Business 
Administration program. In any case of presentation of the results of this study, anonymity of the 
participants’ identities was preserved. 
Please explain briefly the justification for involving human subjects in the proposed 
research: Involving human subjects in this study is a fundamental stage, since through 
individual perceptions it was able to capture individual traits and perceptions of their leadership 
and their own level of engagement. The idea of this research is to capture inside the head 
elements, thus it is crucial that individuals are involved in the process. 
Please specify the concrete measures to be taken to safeguard the rights and welfare of the 
human subjects: Individuals was invited to participate and are free to choose the questions they 
are comfortable responding. They can abandon the survey at any time or refuse to answer any 
question without any type of loss or negative consequence for them. In the survey, no 
identification information was provided by the participants. They will respond anonymously 
through a web-based link and the responses was accessed solely by the researchers through their 
password protected computers and password protected Qualtrics accounts. Results will only be 
reported in aggregated levels so that individual responses will not be disclosed.  
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l The Chairman of the IRB shall provide a copy of the application to every member of the IRB. 
The members shall consider the application and meet to vote on the application. The IRB may approve 
the application, disapprove the application, or require modification of the research proposal. 
l  The IRB must vote on the application and notify the applicant of the vote within thirty days of 
receiving the application, except, however, the IRB may extend its consideration for an additional thirty 
days if the complex or unusual nature of the proposed research requires more extended consideration or 
assistance from one or more outside experts. Any further extension may be appealed by the applicant to 
the President of the University, who must act within ten days either to approve or disapprove such further 
extension, which must be to a date certain. 
l  Should an application be disapproved, the reasons therefore must be given in writing to the 
applicant. If the IRB requires modification of the research proposal, the required modification(s) must be 
specifically enumerated and the grounds for each modification must be stated. 
l  Every investigator who has secured from the IRB prior approval of a research project shall 
annually report to the IRB on the progress of the investigation, specifically discussing the operation of the 
safeguards for the rights and welfare of the human subjects involved in the research, with special mention 
of any complaints or problems that have arisen in that regard. 
l  The IRB shall have authority to oversee any research for which it has granted prior approval, 
and shall have power to require special reports of the investigators, and to stop the research work if it 
finds compelling evidence of damage to the rights or welfare of human subjects of the research, or failure 
to implement fully the safeguards of rights and welfare stated in the application for approval, even if there 
is no evidence of specific instances of damage or abuse. Researchers are required to notify immediately 
the IRB of any situation where there is an injury, harm, or complaint of a participant. 
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Date of application:______________________________ 
Please submit the completed application to:  
 
Dr. Gilbert Garza, Chair of the IRB 
University of Dallas Department of Psychology 
1845 E. Northgate Dr. 
Irving, TX 75062 
garza@udallas.edu 
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APPENDIX C 
C1. Employee Engagement Survey Questions  
Questions to be responded in a 5 point Likert scale: 
1 – Strongly disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Agree 
5 – Strongly Agree
 
Physical Engagement 
I work with intensity on my job. 
I exert my full effort to my job. 
I devote a lot of energy to my job. 
I try my hardest to perform well on my job. 
I strive as hard as I can to complete my job. 
I exert a lot of energy on my job. 
Emotional Engagement 
I am enthusiastic in my job. 
I feel energetic at my job. 
I am interested in my job. 
I am proud of my job. 
I feel positive about my job. 
I am excited about my job. 
Cognitive Engagement 
At work, my mind is focused on my job. 
At work, I pay a lot of attention to my job. 
At work, I focus a great deal of attention on my job. 
At work, I am absorbed by my job. 
At work, I concentrate on my job. 
At work, I devote a lot of attention to my job. 




D1. HEXACO Survey Questions 
Questions to be responded in a 5 point Likert scale: 
1 – Strongly disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neutral 
4 – Agree 
5 – Strongly Agree
 
H- Honesty-humility 
Having a lot of money is not especially important to me. 
I think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is. 
I want people to know that I am an important person of high status. 
I would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods. 
I would never accept a bribe, even if it were very large. 
I wouldn't pretend to like someone just to get that person to do favors for me. 
I wouldn't use flattery to get a raise or promotion at work, even if I thought it would succeed. 
I'd be tempted to use counterfeit money, if I were sure to get away with it. 
If I knew I could never get caught, I would be willing to steal a million dollars. 
If I want something from someone, I will laugh at that person's worst jokes. 
E – Emotionality 
Even in an emergency I wouldn't feel like panicking. 
I can handle difficult situations without needing support from anyone else. 
I feel like crying when I see other people crying. 
I feel strong emotions when someone close to me is going away for a long time. 
I remain unemotional even in situations where most people get very sentimental. 
I sometimes can't help worrying about little things. 
I worry a lot less than most people do. 
I would feel afraid if I had to travel in bad weather conditions. 
When I suffer from a painful experience I need someone to make me feel comfortable. 
When it comes to physical danger, I am very fearful. 
X – Extraversion 
I feel reasonably satisfied with myself overall. 
I feel that I am an unpopular person. 
I prefer jobs that involve active social interaction to those that involve working alone. 
I rarely express my opinions in group meetings. 
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I sometimes feel I am a worthless person. 
In social situations, I am usually the one who makes the first move. 
Most people are more upbeat and dynamic than I generally am. 
On most days, I feel cheerful and optimistic. 
The first thing I always do at a new place is to make friends. 
When I am in a group of people, I am often the one who speaks on behalf of the group. 
A – Agreeableness 
Even when people make a lot of mistakes, I rarely say anything negative. 
I am usually quite flexible in my opinion when people disagree with me. 
I rarely hold a grudge, even against people who have badly wronged me. 
I tend to be lenient in judging other people. 
Most people tend to get angry more quickly than I do. 
My attitude toward people who have treated me badly is to "forgive and forget." 
People sometimes tell me that I am too critical of others. 
People sometimes tell me that I am too stubborn. 
People think of me as someone who has a quick temper. 
When people tell me that I am wrong, my first reaction is to argue with them. 
C – Conscientiousness 
I always try to be accurate in my work, even at the expense of time. 
I do only the minimal amount of work to get by. 
I make a lot of mistake because I don't think before I act. 
I make decisions based on the feeling of the moment rather than on careful thought. 
I often push myself very hard when trying to achieve a goal. 
I plan ahead and organize things, to avoid scrambling at the last minute. 
I prefer to do whatever comes to mind, rather than stick to a plan. 
People often call me a perfectionist. 
When working on something, I don't pay much attention to small details. 
When working, I sometimes have difficulty due to being disorganized. 
O – Openness to Experience 
I don't think of myself as an artistic or creative type. 
I find it boring to discuss philosophy. 
I like people who have unconventional views. 
I never really enjoyed looking through an encyclopedia. 
I think that paying attention to radical ideas is a waste of time. 
I would be quite bored by a visit to an art gallery. 
I would enjoy creating a work of art, such as a novel, a song, or a painting. 
I'm interested in learning about the history and politics of other countries. 
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If I had the opportunity, I would like to attend a classical music concert. 
People often told me I have a good imagination. 
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APPENDIX E 
E1. Authentic Leadership Survey Questions 
Please indicate the degree to which each statement describes you as a person. 
Questions to be responded in a 5 point Likert scale: 
1 – Strongly disagree 
2 – Disagree 
3 – Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 
4 – Agree 
5 – Strongly Agree
My leader clearly states what he/she means. 
My leader shows consistency between his/her beliefs and actions. 
My leader asks for ideas that challenge his/her core beliefs. 
My leader describes accurately the way that others view his/her abilities. 
My leader uses his/her core beliefs to make decisions. 
My leader carefully listens to alternative perspectives before reaching a conclusion. 
My leader shows that he/she understands his/her strengths and weaknesses. 
My leader openly shares information with others. 
My leader resists pressures on him/her to do things contrary to his/her beliefs. 
My leader objectively analyzes relevant data before making a decision. 
My leader is clearly aware of the impact he/she has on others. 
My leader expresses his/her ideas and thoughts clearly to others. 
My leader is guided in his/her actions by internal moral standards. 









Please inform what year range you were born. 
1946 - 1950 
1951 - 1955 
1956 - 1960 
1961 - 1964 
1965 - 1970 
1971 - 1975 
1976 - 1981 
1982 - 1985 
1986 - 1990 
1991 - 1995 
1996 - 2000 
 




How long have you worked for your current employer? 







more than 30 years 
 




Doctorate (PhD, J.D. M.D) 
 




















What is your ethnicity? 
White/Caucasian 
African American 
Latin American 
Hispanic 
Asian 
Native American 
Other 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
